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AND HIGH SCHOOLS IN THE STATE OF GEORGIA 
Advisor: Professor Claudette Williams 
Dissertation dated December 1995 
The purpose of this study was to determine if there were any significant 
difference between the way in which principals and teachers in elementary, middle 
and high schools perceived the role of the principal as instructional leader. 
Selected moderator variables included: gender, race, age, educational level, 
school types, gender and level, and total years of teaching experiences. Using a 
30-item questionnaire, data were collected from teachers and principals in six 
counties in Georgia. ANOVA, the primary statistical tool used, yielded three 
significant outcomes of the seven hypotheses posed. The primary findings 
indicated: 
1. A significant difference at the .05 level was found between the 
responses of teachers and principals of the principal as instructional 
leader based on race. 
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2. A significant different at the .05 level was found between the 
responses of teachers and principals at the three types of schools 
(elementary, middle, and high) on the role of the principal as 
instructional leader. 
3. A significant difference at the .05 level was found between 
perceptions of teachers and principals as instructional leader based 
on school types and gender (elementary, middle, high, and male, 
female). The following recommendations are made as a result of the 
findings of this research: 
(a) Sensitivity training to improve understanding among other culture 
differences. 
(2) Additional research to examine the effectiveness of elementary 
principals. 
(3) Middle and high school principals’ interaction with teachers 
should increase classroom visitation. 
(4) On-going staff development courses and training to assist 
female principals’ communication skills and conflict resolution 
techniques. 
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Today’s public school principal wears many hats-educator, instructional 
leader, disciplinarian, supervisor, personnel director, physical plant administrator, 
and community leader, to name a few. The public school principal must create 
and maintain an atmosphere in which teachers can teach and students can learn. 
Today’s principal cannot ignore any facet of the school environment-both internal 
and external—in ensuring that the mission and goals of the school are met. The 
public school principal must not only be an administrator, but, as in the business 
world, he or she must work well with people in order to create a positive 
environment in which all can function to the best of their abilities. The principal’s 
style of leading and supervising others in the daily functions of the school impacts 
the level and quality of interaction between the school populations. 
There are two important dimensions in the leadership process: 1) 
influencing people to behave in ways that will ensure the attainment of goals the 
organization has deemed to be important, and 2) increasing the feeling of 
importance and dignity on the part of the persons being influenced. The school 
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has an obligation to provide for the learning of children and youth, and it ought 
to be held accountable for their achievement. 
The school, however, is also a uniquely "human" organization. For that 
reason, researchers have suggested that the actions of the school principal 
significantly affects teacher morale and, ultimately, a school’s effectiveness (Della- 
Dora 1987). According to Poplin (1992), supervision should foster the 
development of teacher skills, abilities and attitudes, which in turn directly 
influence student learning. Further, in order to be effective leaders, today’s 
administrators must have a vision of what the schools should look like in the future 
and be able to communicate that vision to others (Duke 1990). One way to do this 
is to develop and plan programs which will move the school toward the fulfillment 
of its mission, that being the education of its students. The development of 
instructional approaches and curricula should be done in collaboration with 
members of the faculty and staff. The school principal, however, should be the 
leader in this planning and keep up-to-date on new instructional techniques and 
new ideas for today’s classrooms. Administrators should join their faculty in staff 
development and training activities aimed at instruction. 
Background of the Problem 
One role that is seen as increasingly important among principals is that of 
instructional leader (Stronge 1993). Instructional leadership has been defined as 
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setting academic goals, organizing instruction, hiring, overseeing and evaluating 
teachers, protecting instructional time and programs, creating a climate of 
learning, and monitoring achievement and evaluation programs (Heck, 1992). The 
concept of instructional leadership is broadly interpreted to encompass those 
actions that a principal takes, or delegates to others, to promote growth in student 
learning. Another definition of instructional leadership or supervision, as it is 
sometimes called, is "behavior officially designated by the organization that 
directly affects teacher behavior in such a way as to facilitate pupil learning and 
achieve the goals of the organization" (Alfonso, Firth, and Neville 1975). A 
further definition of instructional leadership entails all efforts of designated school 
officials directed toward providing leadership to teachers in the improvement of 
instruction; the stimulation of professional growth and development of teachers; 
the selection and revision of educational objectives, materials of instruction, and 
methods of teaching; and the evaluation of instruction (De Bevoise 1984). 
Generally such actions focus on setting school-wide goals, defining the purpose of 
schooling, providing the resources needed for learning to occur, supervising and 
evaluating teachers, coordinating staff development programs, and creating 
collegial relationships with and among teachers (Blumberg and Greenfield 1980). 
While the image of the principal as instructional leader is now prominent 
in the effective school research, Good and Brophy (1985) note that the title 
instructional leader" is a somewhat new term in the literature on effective 
4 
principals. In the 1960s and early 1970s, research concentrated on demographic 
characteristics of principals, such as race, age, physical appearance, sex, formal 
education, and years of teaching experience. These studies yielded little 
information about how principals exercise leadership generally, or affect the 
instructional process. 
According to Clark, Lotto and Astuto (1984) studies maintain that effective 
principals emphasize clear goals and performance standards, develop a strong 
ideology for their schools, are strong decision makers, and closely supervise 
teachers and staff. The work by Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) is significant in 
this area because their findings concerning the characteristics of instructional 
leaders come from interviews with school principals. The following list of 
characteristics of an instructional leader was compiled from those interviews by 
Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) based on the principals’ own perceptions of how 
they operate in their schools. Instructional leaders display: 
• A propensity to set clear goals and to have these goals serve as a 
continuous source of motivation; 
• A high degree of self-confidence and openness to others; 
• A tolerance for ambiguity; 
• A tendency to test the limits of interpersonal and organization 
systems; 
• A sensitivity to the dynamics of power; 
• An analytic perspective; 
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• The ability to be in charge of their jobs. 
Olthoff (1992) notes that researchers and many educators agree on the 
importance of instructional leadership for school effectiveness. This connection 
has been well documented in the effective schools literature. Further, there is 
nearly universal consensus that the principal needs to play a major (though not 
always exclusive) role in providing instructional leadership (Heck 1992). There 
is considerably less agreement, however, on the particular strategies, tactics, and 
behaviors that constitute effective leadership on a day-to-day basis. This is partly 
a function of the relative infancy of research on the work of principals; there has 
been far less study of the role, behaviors, and effectiveness of principals than there 
has been of teachers (Bredeson 1989). It is also partly a function of the nature of 
leadership itself, because leadership is often symbolic, indirect, and highly varied 
from situation to situation. 
Common leadership functions that must be fulfilled in all schools include 
communicating the purpose of the school, monitoring performance, rewarding 
good work, and providing staff development. Whether or not these functions must 
be carried out by the principal depends upon the make-up of the teaching staff and 
the organization of the school district (Stronge 1993). 
While the instructional leadership role of the school principal is only one 
of the roles assigned to this complex position, it is undeniably the most important. 
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This role of instructional leader can be broken down into several administrative 
and supervisory functions 
• Monitor student performance; 
• Monitor teacher performance; 
• Provide concrete technical assistance to teachers (in-service 
programs, coaching); 
• Demonstrate visible commitment to programs for instructional 
improvement; 
• Provide emotional support and incentives for teachers (Gersten & 
Carnine, 1981). 
Those researchers further note that principals must attend to a number of 
curricular issues in their role as instructional leader: amount of content; extent of 
academic focus on course work; focus and sequence of courses; breadth versus 
depth of content; differential access to knowledge; homework as an extension of 
content; curricular alignment; and quality of course objectives (Gersten and 
Carnine 1981). 
The role of instructional leader has many dimensions or facets, and for this 
reason supervision often overlaps with administrative, curricular, and instructional 
functions. Because supervision is a general leadership role and a coordinating role 
among all school activities concerned with learning, such overlap is natural and 
should be perceived as an asset in a school setting. Unfortunately, that is not 
always the case. Many of the roles of the instructional leader overlap those of 
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other educational professionals-classroom teachers and curriculum specialists. 
This overlap can cause problems if all parties are not working cooperatively 
toward the education of the students. 
Certain aspects of the instructional leadership role of the principal are 
increasingly coming into focus as research in the area progresses. First, it has 
been learned that leadership is situational in nature. To be effective, a principal’s 
leadership style has to be matched to the particular conditions in the school 
(Sergiovanni 1990). For example, principals working with experienced and highly 
professionalized staffs might employ rather indirect leadership styles, simply 
suggesting ideas or raising questions with individual staff members and otherwise 
providing the necessary resources and latitude for good teachers to carry out good 
ideas. In contrast, in schools with inexperienced staff, the principals may need to 
employ much more direct supervisory strategies (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, and Lee 
1985). 
Second, leadership is visible. Regardless of their particular leadership 
styles, effective principals have a visible presence in their schools. They 
accomplish this by spending a good deal of each day in the halls, classrooms, 
lunchroom, library, and all other locations in the building. Because of their 
visibility, effective principals are aware of developments within the building and 
have a constant flow of information available to them (Mortimore and Sammons 
1987). 
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Third, leadership requires a vision of instructional improvement (Heck 
1992). Effective principals articulate this vision to the staff and others in the 
school and use this vision to guide their many daily interactions. In instructionally 
effective schools, this vision takes the form of an emphasis on achievement. 
Effective principals, according to Pino (1988), tend to emphasize achievement by 
setting instructional goals, developing performance standards for students, and 
expressing optimism about the ability of students to meet instructional goals. 
Further, the issue of authority is fundamental to any discussion of 
supervision (Sergiovanni 1993). Authority is the basis for getting things done in 
schools. Present supervisory practices emerge from a particular pattern of 
authority. Supervisory policy and practice can be based on one or a combination 
of five broad sources of authority: 
1. Bureaucratic--in the form of mandates, rules, regulations, job 
descriptions and expectations. Under this approach, teachers are 
expected to respond appropriately or face the consequences. 
2. Psychological-in the form of leadership, motivational technology 
and human relations skills. Teachers are expected to respond to the 
supervisor’s personality and the environment of the school, behaving 
appropriately for the rewards which are available. 
3. Technical-rational-in the form of evidence derived from logic and 
scientific research. Teachers are expected to respond in light of 
what is considered to be the "truth." 
4. Professional-in the form of informed and seasoned craft knowledge 
and personal expertness. Teachers are expected to respond to 
common socialization, accepted tenets of practice, and internalized 
expertness. 
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5. Moral--in the form of obligations and duties derived from widely 
shared values, ideas, and ideals. Teachers are expected to respond 
to shared commitments and interdependence. 
Authority for today’s supervisor rests in a combination of bureaucratic, 
psychological, and technical-rational sources. The necessity for this combination 
stems from the fact that teaching is viewed as an individual, rather than collective, 
practice. As long as teaching is understood as an individual practice, these sources 
of authority will be primary (Sergiovanni 1993). If, on the other hand, a vision 
of teaching as collective practice were to emerge, professional and moral authority 
would be the driving forces for supervisory practice. 
Regardless of the style of leadership or the type of authority used, the 
ultimate responsibility for what happens in the classrooms is that of the 
instructional supervisor. He or she must ensure that state requirements are being 
met, that state mandated programs are in place, that public expectations are 
achieved, and that students are leaving the institution with the necessary tools to 
become productive citizens. This responsibility is often misunderstood by 
classroom educators who feel that they have the final say in what they teach and 
how they teach it. Such misunderstanding may be further fueled by some 
supervisors who try to separate themselves from responsibility when student test 
results are poor or other mandated criteria reflect negatively on the school. The 
resulting criticism of low scores on national achievement tests is often directed at 
the classroom teacher rather than the instructional supervisor. 
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This type of misunderstanding, whether it results from a lack of 
communication or from individuals dodging responsibility, does not create a 
conducive work environment for educators. When there is conflict between 
administrators and faculty, such negative feelings may affect student learning. 
Statement of the Problem 
School principals control many of the resources and decisions that affect 
teachers, children, parents, and the community; therefore, many in these groups 
perceive principals as "leaders." What this means, however, is often not the same 
for each group. Effective administrators are portrayed as powerful and 
authoritative leaders of their schools. Even when an administrator is criticized for 
being ineffective, the administrative position itself often is perceived as an 
important, influential role. Yet, some administrators speak of their own roles as 
highly fragmented and limited by externally imposed legal and policy guidelines 
(Bredeson 1989). 
Further, an administrator often carries the burden of too many roles, which 
results in a prioritizing of activities. This in turn may result in some roles being 
neglected entirely or given very little attention. Often the day-to-day demands on 
the administrator leave little time left to function in a more strategic capacity as 
an instructional leader or curriculum advisor. 
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Lortie (1982) has described the principal’s role as residual, consisting of 
what no one else is assigned to do. He states that the leadership role of the 
principal has never been positively defined. Rather, it has evolved over the years 
as an accumulation of tasks that teachers were either unable or unwilling to 
perform. If the concept of instructional leadership is to be taken seriously, the 
residual role must be defined. To accomplish this, research needs to move 
beyond an examination of how a principal behaves to an understanding of what the 
principal can do to facilitate the job of teaching and encourage student learning. 
In addition, it is important to know what functions are essential in diverse 
contexts. 
Research by Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) and by Gersten and Camine 
(1981) have identified some of the roles of the instructional supervisor from the 
perspective of the supervisor. The lack of clarity of the leadership role, however, 
has hindered a consensus among all educators on the instructional leadership role 
within the school. While research has found that teachers are not as convinced of 
the need for principals to have a significant role in curriculum and instruction, one 
factor that accounts for the most variance in student outcome on tests was teachers’ 
perception of the school principal as an instructional leader (Omstein 1993). 
Researchers speculate that the competency of the principal, as perceived by the 
teachers, directly affects the quality of the work place, which in turn affects the 
level of performance and job satisfaction of the teachers. In other words, when 
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teachers feel the principal understands the needs of the school, their own needs, 
and the technical aspects of teaching, they feel more comfortable working with that 
individual. Principals who remain aloof, who do not interact with teachers in a 
positive, reinforcing way, and who dictate school policy without regard for the 
other communities within the school (educators, staff, students) often will not be 
respected or supported. This in turn can negatively affect the morale of faculty 
and staff, and ultimately, the performance of students. 
Given this environment, educational administrators must create and maintain 
an atmosphere in which teachers can teach and students can learn. How the 
administrator carries out his or her duties and how he or she relates to others 
depends in part on how those duties are defined. The actions taken by school 
administrators and how the day-to-day functions of the school are carried out affect 
school morale. 
For those reasons, this study investigated how teachers and principals 
perceive the role of the principal as the instructional leader in the school. The 
perceptions of teachers and principals were compared to determine if there was a 
consensus or lack thereof about the principal’s instructional leadership role within 
the schools. 
Significance of the Study 
School reform is of utmost concern to educators at all levels. Our society 
cannot tolerate students who graduate not knowing how to read, write or think. 
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Research which has looked at why some schools are more effective than others at 
accomplishing their mission-the education of students-has shown that certain 
attributes of the school principal impact student achievement. 
One such factor is that the relationship between teachers and principals must 
be complementary in order for schools to function effectively. For example, the 
teacher using the classroom instructional practices recommended by the research 
on effective teaching needs a set of teaching goals, objectives, and strategies that 
are clarified and confirmed by the principal. The principal should be 
knowledgeable about good teaching, monitor and provide feedback on the progress 
of students, and arrange for demonstrations of new strategies as necessary to cope 
with new problems. Although teachers need discretion to adapt the school 
program to different classes of students, they need consistent standards and 
expectations from administrators. 
Another factor in effective schools is how roles are defined and perceived 
by all members of the school community. For example, a discrepancy between 
how teachers and principals define and perceive their roles can cause problems and 
confusion. 
The study of instructional supervision has historically concentrated on the 
identification and analysis of supervisory tasks. Little research has been done, 
however, comparing the assessment or perceptions of these tasks from the different 
points of view within the school. If there is not agreement by principals and 
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teachers on the functions and roles of the principal within a school, confusion and 
dissatisfaction may result, which in turn can negatively impact on the principal’s 
primary role as instructional supervisor. 
It was anticipated that the findings from this study would provide a 
framework for school restructuring and improvement, would focus attention on the 
importance of the principal’s role as instructional leader, would encourage other 
research studies in the area of the role of the principal as instructional leader, and 
would expand the body of information available on this topic. 
Research Questions 
1. Is there a significant difference in the perception of teachers and principals 
on the role of the school principal as instructional leader based on the age 
of the (a) teacher, (b) principal? 
2. Is there a significant difference in the perception of teachers and principals 
on the role of the school principal as instructional leader based on the 
gender of the (a) teacher, (b) principal? 
3. Is there a significant difference in the perception of teachers and principals 
on the role of the school principal as instructional leader based on the years 
of experience of the (s) teacher, (b) principal? 
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4. Is there a significant difference in the perception of teachers and principals 
on the role of the school principal as instructional leader based on the 
degree(s) attained by the (a) teacher, (b) principal? 
5. Is there a significant difference in the perception of teachers and principals 
on the role of the school principal as instructional leader based on the race 
of the (a) teacher, (b) principals? 
6. Is there a significant difference in the perception of teachers and principals 
on the role of the school principal as instructional leader at the (a) 
elementary, (b) middle, (c) high school levels? 
7. Is there a significant difference in the perception on the perception of 
teachers and principal on the role of the instructional leader based on level 
and gender? 
Summary 
Today’s principal, through his or her words and actions, can greatly 
influence the lives of both faculty and students. The effective schools literature 
repeatedly points to the fact that the role of the principal is of utmost importance 
in determining the morale and performance of both faculty and students. For that 
reason, today’s principal must be available to lead and guide members of the 
faculty and staff. In order to do this, he or she must be aware of what is 
happening in the school and know how to develop strategies to accomplish 
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objectives an overcome obstacles. A good supervisor is one who leads by 
example, is visible to those around him or her, and who takes an active role in the 
workings of the school environment. Such a person provides a positive 
environment in which to ask questions and resolve problems. In effective schools 
in which the principal is visible and accessible, his or her instructional leadership 
role may be more accurately defined and understood than in less successful 
schools. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This chapter presents a review of the literature concerning instructional 
leadership and its impact on school functions. This chapter includes four sections. 
The first provides a historical background of the evolution of educational 
supervision; the second discusses the concept of instructional supervision; the third 
details research on leadership styles and their impact on school effectiveness; and 
the fourth reviews the principal as Instructional Leader. 
Historical Background 
As social forces acted to shift the responsibility for education from parent 
to church and society, the fields of supervision emerged (Karier 1982). Early 
supervisors were inspectors, assigned the task of ascertaining "the tone and spirit 
of the school, the conduct and application of the pupils, the management and 
methods of the teacher, and the fitness and conduct of the premises" (Philbrick 
1876). 
By the end of the 19th century, the American population had become more 
heterogeneous, and social and economic forces of change were increasingly 
evident. Education seemed the obvious answer to the needs of an industrial and 
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increasingly multicultural society, and the public began to favor secondary 
education for all (Karier 1982). Teachers, who were in short supply, were not 
prepared for the demands of public schooling. In the early 1900s, organizational 
efficiency and increased control over the curriculum were seen as ways to deal 
with teacher deficits. At that time, the role of the supervisor expanded to include 
that of on-the-job teacher training (Karier 1982). 
The roles of the supervisor evolved further starting in the 1930’s when a 
new understanding of child growth and development, coupled with the new 
psychology of learning, challenged the assumptions of traditional education. These 
new concepts brought about changes in the schools so that the curriculum was no 
longer left to the teacher’s inventiveness. Educational supervisors became directly 
involved in curriculum development (Kliebard 1987). 
As schools became more complex institutions, even more complex 
management skills were needed. Early research on group dynamics indicated that 
a human element existed in organizations that administrators had not previously 
considered. School administrators, following the lead of business professionals, 
began to incorporate "human relations" behavior in schools. Because of this 
change, school supervision in the 1940s and into the middle of the next decade 
focused on processes rather than products. Supervisors spent more of their time 
helping teachers develop as instructors than judging teacher performance. 
Cooperative group efforts were maximized and democratic interaction practiced. 
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During this period, supervision emerged as a recognized specialty area in 
education, and definitive texts were written on the subject (Karier 1982). 
The launching of Sputnik I by the USSR in 1957 altered the form and 
substance of American education. Overnight, old programs and goals were 
scrapped, and new educational plans and programs were designed. Curriculum 
development dominated the educational scene, and such development influenced 
the role of educational supervisors. In many school districts supervisors became 
curriculum developers and the lines of demarcation between these two specialized 
roles blurred (Tyack 1967). 
The tasks of the educational supervisor in the 1960s were a combination of 
interpreting curriculum projects, organizing materials, involving teachers in the 
production of school programs, and serving as a resource person to teachers in the 
classroom. In addition, many were training (or retraining) classroom teachers by 
organizing subject focused in-services (Tyack 1967). 
By the late 1960s, the first signs of declining achievement coupled with 
dramatically rising costs in education forced school districts to reassess school 
programs. The role of the educational supervisor further evolved starting from that 
time up until the present. Administrators began to concentrate on establishing 
institutions which would enhance education. Their functions included administering 
performance contracts, setting behavior objectives, standardizing the curricula, 
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testing, and ensuring adherence to legislated graduation requirements (Karier 
1982). 
The functions of the educational supervisor have evolved from being merely 
an inspector ensuring that the teacher, students, and classrooms were as expected 
to one in which the individual holding that position is responsible for all of the 
instructional, administrative, personnel, and managerial functions associated with 
the institution. One aspect of this complex position is that of instructional leader, 
which combines many of these roles because the goal of such an individual is to 
do whatever is necessary to ensure the best education possible for the student. 
Further, as the student population increased, students have been 
consolidated into schools designed for their specific level. According to Dryer, 
Lee, Rowan, and Bossert (1986), the roles of the school principal will vary from 
school to school Some of this variance is the result of the different levels of 
competence of the faculty and staff, of the leadership style of the administrator, 
and of the specific problems of the individual school itself. A primary factor in 
the dominant roles of the school principal is, however, the level of school in which 
he or she works. Lortie (1982) notes that principals at the elementary level tend 
to have more administrative responsibilities than do principals at other levels. A 
reason for this may be the fact that more intense teacher time must be spent with 
students in the younger grades, therefore administrators have fewer chances to 
delegate some of their roles. Further, principals of younger students tend to be 
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more directly involved with behavior and classroom management functions than 
many administrators at higher levels. 
Mortimore and Sammons (1987) note that elementary level teachers often 
have direct control of instruction in their classroom. Bredeson (1989) noted the 
contrary in his study of the roles of high school principals. At that level, there is 
more collaboration with teachers on many aspects of the school environment, 
including developing instructional guidelines and programs, but the principal often 
is the chief architect of such projects. Research seems to suggest, then, that the 
primary roles of the school principal will differ at each educational level 
(elementary, middle and high) because of the differing needs of the students and 
faculty. 
Today, the dominant model of instructional supervision is marked by a 
disputable assumption: instructional supervisors have access to a scientific 
knowledge base and set of analytical skills that are beyond the grasp of the 
classroom teacher. Current practice of instructional supervision thus leans toward 
prescriptive, systematic forms of staff development and school improvement (Bolin 
1987). Nevertheless, there are several components involved in defining the 
instructional leader in today’s schools. First the individual who holds this position 
is officially designated to do so. Such behavior is not a random, casually 
determined activity, but it bears the stamp of organizational request and formal 
authority. Secondly, these functions directly influence teacher behavior. This rules 
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out the multitude of tasks performed by supervisors that, while they may be 
important to the organization, are not supervision. Third, this role also anticipates 
an ultimate outcome tied directly to the reason for the existence of the school: the 
facilitation of student learning. This element also provides focus for influencing 
teacher behavior-purposeful change in teacher behavior in order to improve 
learning. 
Concepts of Instructional Supervision 
Due to the situational nature of the job, no two supervisors are likely to do 
the same thing on a day-to-day basis. This differentiation of roles means that job 
descriptions for supervisors are likely to be nebulous and, to a great degree, the 
supervisor role may be self-defined. A 1978 study of instructional supervisors 
conducted by the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development 
(ASCD) sought to clarify the role through a survey of 1,000 school leaders. 
Sturges (1978) noted: "The data gathered by the survey substantiated that thesis 
that there was great confusion and little agreement when it comes to defining the 
distinct roles of supervisors." 
Because the educational supervisor has many roles to fill, there is often an 
overlap with other duties and educators which may cause confusion or concern 
about who actually is responsible for such activities. The ASCD study, which 
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surveyed 1,000 educational leaders, provides insight into some of the tasks of the 
instructional supervisor. This study noted that: 
The instructional supervisor should be more in the role of decision maker 
with authority than in an advisory one; should be more of a subject matter 
specialist in the supervised area than a generalist; should be more capable 
of planning and conducting research than merely an interpreter of research; 
should be more involved in the improvement of instruction than in 
curriculum development; should work with the teaching staff more in a 
directive fashion with authority than in a permissive manner; should be less 
involved in staff evaluation than responsible for such evaluation; and should 
exercise more budgetary or fiscal management control responsibility than 
no control over the budget (Sturges 1978). 
While the educational supervisor performs many duties, the instructional 
role of supervision has at least three dimensions: research, communication, and 
teaching (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, and Lee 1982). In the research role, the 
supervisor must know the meaning of the many studies conducted in the area of 
teaching. Recent studies of teacher and school effectiveness, learning styles, and 
the physiology of learners suggest many changes in the classroom. In this role, 
the supervisor is an analyst of instruction and a resource to relevant knowledge 
about the area of instruction. 
Supervisors, as instructional specialists, are also communicators. As the 
supervisor moves among the rooms in a school building, he or she gains a unique 
perspective of the "whole" in the instructional program. Assisting with 
coordination among grade levels or between levels of schooling, putting subject 
area teachers in touch with one another across subject lines, or enriching the 
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offerings of a single subject at a single grade level are among the supervisor’s 
natural communications (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, and Lee 1982). Equally 
important is the ability of the supervisor to convey what is observed to those who 
plan school operations or to link teachers with larger resources available outside 
of the school site (Gerston, Carnine, and Green 1982). 
Further, instructional leaders are teachers. Their expertise proves 
invaluable in helping novice teachers apply educational theories and teaching styles 
in their classroom. The instructional leader also has an active role in 
demonstrating new techniques to experienced teachers (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, 
and Lee 1982). Helping classroom teachers by being knowledgeable, by sharing 
with and among teachers new ideas, and by actually going into classrooms to 
demonstrate or model teaching are roles of the supervisor as the instructional 
leader. 
Leadership Styles 
Educators have sought explanations for effective leadership. Much of the 
early research in this area was conducted on business, military, and political 
institutions. Many early investigations focused on the "great man" theory of 
Thomas Carlyle (Fisher 1954). Later investigations looked at the personal traits 
of successful leaders, both physical and psychological, while other studies focused 
on styles of leadership (the way in which influence was exerted), the analysis of 
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cultural and societal factors as an explanation, and investigations into situational 
factors and their effect on successful leadership. Many of these approaches have 
been quite disappointing, and recent studies have turned toward investigating 
leadership on a more empirical and scientific basis with special emphasis on group 
interaction theory (Gibb 1969). 
Stogdill’s (1948) survey of the literature synthesized the findings of over 
120 studies dealing with personal factors associated with leadership. He concluded 
that personal factors such as height, weight, intelligence, sociability and popularity 
were not as important to successful leaders as was an ability to be flexible. It was 
Stogdill’s conclusion that patterns of leadership traits differ with the situation and 
that they are "likely to vary with the leadership requirements in different 
situations. "This suggests that leadership is strongly affected by the nature of the 
group and by their needs and that group factors may be a significant element in the 
understanding of leadership behavior. 
Fiedler’s studies (1961), measuring psychological distance between a leader 
and coworkers, found that the ability of a leader to perceive discrepancy between 
his most and least preferred coworkers as a personality attribute or trait related to 
leadership effectiveness. Fiedler concluded that the leader who sees all workers 
as relatively similar is less effective than the leader who perceives discrepancies 
between his most and least preferred coworkers. 
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Another approach to defining effective leadership has looked at the use of 
different styles of leadership. The early industrial studies of Le win, Lippitt and 
White (1939) were some of the first to look at leadership style and its impact on 
group performance. These researchers found that groups operating under different 
leadership styles developed different patterns of achievement and different group 
emotional climates. The White and Lippitt studies (1968) found certain outcomes 
that could be predicted for certain leadership styles. While autocratically led 
groups produced slightly more work, they were also characterized by less 
motivation, more aggression, discontent, and a greater dependency among the 
members. Groups under a laissez-faire leader produced less work, played more, 
were poorly motivated and were very discontent. Groups under democratic leader 
behavior produced slightly less work, but of higher quality, had greater originality, 
higher motivation and were more group-minded. 
Kahn and Katz (1960), in a review of industrial research, found four 
variables of supervisory leadership related to group productivity. It was found that 
the more effective supervisors as compared with the less effective were more able 
to play a differentiated role, were better at delegating authority, were more 
supportive of their subordinates and checked up on them less, and were better able 
to develop group cohesiveness. 
Recent educational research focusing on leadership style has been 
highlighted in the effective schools literature. This literature has consistently noted 
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how the roles of the educational supervisor and the perception of the performance 
of those roles by others within the school affect school functions. 
Over the past decade, Sergiovanni has developed two leadership models-the 
transactional leader and the transformational leader (Leithwood 1992). Webster’s 
New Collegiate Dictionary defines "transactional" as the performing or the driving 
through of a duty or obligation. "Transformational" is defined as the changing or 
converting of one thing and implies a major change in form, nature or function. 
These dictionary definitions have been refined by Sergiovanni who suggests 
that the transactional leader focuses on getting the job done as efficiently as 
possible and stresses the "transactions" necessary to effectively run the educational 
institution. The transformational leader, on the other hand, is more people 
oriented and tends to encourage individual growth and development as a way of 
getting the job done. The end results are not as important for the transformational 
leader as how one achieves them (Sergiovanni 1990). While these leadership 
styles are not mutually exclusive, an individual tends to have more qualities of one 
style than another. 
Sergiovanni’s models of leadership have been identified, in part, in 
empirical research done in public schools. For example, effective schools research 
has found some interesting variables which ultimately affect student performance. 
The factor that accounted for the most variance in student outcomes in a study 
conducted by Andrews and Morefield was teachers’ perception of the school 
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principal as a leader (Andrews and Morefield 1991). The researchers speculate 
that the leadership style of the principal directly affects the quality of the work 
place as perceived by the teachers which in turn has a direct bearing on the level 
of performance and job satisfaction of the teachers. This research implies, using 
Sergiovanni’s models, that interactive leaders (that is, transformational) are more 
effective in maintaining teacher morale and performance. 
Similarly, Kirby and Blase (1991) report that teachers’ perceptions about an 
administrator’s leadership style impacts on teacher performance. They note, for 
example, that if principals or other school leaders are perceived as being 
inaccessible, non-supportive and/or directive, teachers will not trust the leaders and 
are not willing to work with them. Such leaders often cause a lack of 
collaboration among faculty and staff because of their style of leadership. The 
authors found that the school environment under such a leader often is not 
conducive to effective teaching because there is dissension between the faculty and 
administration. Sometimes this friction is below the surface; other times it erupts 
in confrontations and deliberate noncompliance. 
Mortimore and Sammons (1987) report on a four-year study which they 
conducted using approximately 2,000 students in London. The purpose of their 
research was to determine if some schools are more effective than others in 
fostering student learning, and if so, why. From an analysis of the results, the 
researchers concluded that school policies and administrator practices determined 
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whether a school provided an effective learning environment. They identified 12 
key factors of an effective school which included the principal being actively 
involved in all aspects of the school-but not as a dictator-and the teachers being 
actively involved in making decisions which directly affect them, such as 
curriculum development, class scheduling, and resource allocation. 
Della-Dora (1987) suggests that in order for schools to improve learning, 
administrators and teachers must look not only at teaching methods but also at the 
school’s organizational and administrative/supervisory structure. Dr. Della-Dora 
suggests that the school supervisors must be able to use a variety of supervisory 
styles and should promote staff development, foster increased assumptions of 
responsibility by teachers, and encourage open, honest conversations with all staff. 
Research in the area of supervisory style has also focused on one’s physical 
dimensions, such as height, weight, race, gender, intelligence, and personality. 
While in general an individual’s physical characteristics have not been found to 
impact on leadership style, gender does seem to have an effect. Shakeshaft, 
Nowell and Perry (1991) review research which has found that males and females 
communicate differently. They suggest this difference, in and of itself, can cause 
communication problems between the supervisor and his/her staff. These 
researchers conclude that male and female supervisors focus on different aspects 
of the school environment. Men are more likely, they assert, to emphasize 
organizational structure and avoiding conflicts, while female supervisors are more 
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people oriented, encouraging the empowerment of teachers, focusing on 
communication, and the development of and interpersonal relationships with 
teachers and students. 
Principal as Instructional Leader 
One of the roles of a school principal is that of instructional leader. 
According to Smith and Andrews (1989), this means that: 
The principal is perceived by close associates as (1) providing the necessary 
resources so that the school’s academic goals can be achieved; (2) 
possessing knowledge and skills in curriculum and instructional matters so 
that teachers perceive that their interaction with the principal leads to 
improved instructional practice; (3) being a skilled communicator in 
one-on-one, small-group, and large group settings; and (4) being a visionary 
who is out and around creating a visible presence for the staff, students, 
and parents at both the physical and philosophical levels concerning what 
the school is all about (p. 23). 
Research indicates that how the role of instructional supervisor is 
performed, however, depends of many factors, such as the years of experience of 
the principal, gender of the principal, and level of the school. For example, 
Hurley (1992) notes that beginning principals perceive their role as instructional 
supervisor differently than do more experienced principals. Further, teachers 
perceive beginning principals differently than they do more experienced principals, 
and the teachers try to "socialize" them into their ideal principal (Hurley, 1992; 
Lyons, 1993). Daresh and Liu (1985) report on the different roles and perception 
of roles performed by the principal at the elementary and high school levels. 
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These researchers note that principals behave differently as instructional leaders 
at the elementary level than they do at the high school level. They note however 
that the perceptions of the role of the principal as instructional leader at both levels 
of schools is determined in part by school size and the years of experience of the 
principal (Daresh and Liu 1985). Additional factors which affect the perception 
of teachers and principals concerning the role of the principal as instructional 
leader include more personal characteristics of the principal, such as appearance, 
personality, attractiveness, and dress, which also affect other’s perception of 
his/her functions within the school (Greenfield 1982). 
Summary 
The position of educational leader has evolved over the years to meet the 
changing needs for education by American students. The roles of the educational 
supervisor are much more complex today than they were in the past and include 
many different types of duties ranging from administrative to curricular to 
instructional to managerial. Obviously, the school principal cannot perform all the 
position’s roles alone. Many are delegated-whether tacitly or not-to others within 
the school. Often, however, because of the complexity of the roles involved and 
the need to delegate some functions of the position, there is confusion as to what 
the actual roles of the position are and who has responsibility for certain activities 
within the school. This confusion about role responsibilities can negatively affect 
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employee morale. This is especially true when one considers the impact of the 
supervisor’s leadership style in performing the duties of his or her position. 
This chapter has detailed the evolution of the role of educational leader and 
has focused specifically on instructional leadership which is one of the main 
functions of today’s administrators. This chapter has also discussed some of the 
aspects or components of the instructional leadership role of today’s supervisors 
and indicated how overlaps within a supervisor’s own roles and with those of other 
educational professionals within the school can cause confusion about responsibility 
for certain actions. This chapter presented a brief overview of research on 
leadership styles and how those styles are related to the effectiveness of schools. 
Finally, the chapter discussed factors which affect the teachers’ and principals’ 
perception of the principal as instructional leader. 
CHAPTER III 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
This study investigated the role of the principal as instructional leader as 
perceived by school principals themselves and teachers within selected schools. In 
this chapter the theoretical framework and the anticipated relationship between the 
variables is discussed. Further, definitions of key terms and variables are provided. 
Finally, this chapter discusses conditions which may limit the generalizability of 
the results of this study. 
Theoretical Framework 
Greenfield (1982) has indicated that the role of the principal as instructional 
leader may not be perceived by principals and teachers in the same way. In part, 
such discrepancies may be caused by the fact that the educational leader in today’s 
schools has a myriad of responsibilities, many of which are delegated to others 
within the school (Gerston, Camine, and Green 1982). Such discrepancies may 
also be caused by the style of leadership exhibited by the principal or by the type 
of authority used by the supervisor (March, 1984). Some leaders, who may in 
actuality be fostering the growth of staff members, may appear to some faculty to 
be doing nothing if they delegate many of their duties. 
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In addition, one’s gender, years of teaching experience, job qualifications, 
and current position within the school may also contribute to how one perceives 
the role of the principal as instructional leader, according to De Bevoise (1984). 
It appears that one’s perception of his or her environment is influenced by his or 
her gender. Individuals learn about their environment and understand what to 
expect based on their position and roles, all of which are affected by their gender. 
Similarly, with more experience, teachers and administrators may better be able 
to understand and perceive the roles of each other more accurately than if they 
have just entered the profession. These factors may influence one’s perception of 
the roles of the school principal. Further, the principal’s gender and years of 
experience may influence not only his or her responses but also how others 
perceive his or her functioning in those roles. 
Another factor which affects the perception of the principal as instructional 
leader is student performance. If student performance is above average, people will 
tend to perceive that what the principal is doing is appropriate. A halo effect 
surrounds the functioning of the administrator in a school which is succeeding in 
educating students, whether his or her contributions warrant such positive 
perceptions. 
In addition, Dwyer, Lee, Rowan, and Bossert (1986) have found that the 
level of school (elementary, middle, or secondary) impacts perceptions on the roles 
and responsibilities of a school principal as instructional leader. This inconsistency 
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may result from different priorities being given to the individual roles of the 
principal at the different levels of school. Further, there are different demands 
placed on teacher time at each level of school. Therefore, the principal at an 
elementary school, for example, may be more directly involved in administrative 
duties because teachers’ time is more student-intensive than at higher levels. The 
principal may not be able to delegate as many functions in the elementary setting 
as in the middle or high school settings. The types of duties actually performed 
by the principal and those delegated impact teachers’ perception of the principal 
(Hart and Willower 1994). 
This study used a survey to review and interpret the interaction of various 
factors which may impact on principals’ or teachers’ perception of the principal 
as instructional leader. By identifying and describing the interaction of the 
variables, one may gain a better understanding of the roles and responsibilities 
attributed to the principal within schools. These variables were not causal 
variables, but rather could have impacted to some degree one’s perception of the 
leadership roles and responsibilities of the principal within a school. This was 
especially true since "perception" is such an individualistic phenomenon. 
By describing the responses obtained from principals and teachers and 
comparing those responses, one can gain a better understanding of the extent of 
the differences in perception held by each group. From this one can compare 
differences within a school as well as between schools. Further, these responses 
36 
and their attendant differences can be correlated with student scores on 
standardized tests, if those scores are available. While no definitive conclusions 
can be drawn from such correlations, research would indicate that anything that 
negatively affects school morale (such as confusion about roles and responsibilities 
within the school) can impact student performance. 
Independent and Dependent Variables 
In this study, the independent variables were the respondents’ position as 
teacher or principal, age, gender, years of teaching experience, qualifications, 
race, and academic level of the respondents. The dependent variable was the 
principal as instructional leader. 
Diagram 1 on the next page illustrates the interaction of the variables of this 
study. 
It was anticipated that all principals, no matter what their age, gender, 
length of service, qualifications, race, or academic background would perceive 
themselves as instructional leaders within the schools (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, 
and Lee 1985). On the other hand, teachers’ perception of the roles of the 
principal have been shown to be affected by several factors, such as the age, 
gender, educational background, experience, and qualifications of the principal, 
according to Clark, Lotto, and Astuto (1984). Similarly, the teacher’s age, 
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principal as instructional leader. Further, the position and/or academie background 
of the respondent may affect the outcome if the respondent feels that some of the 
roles which are claimed by the principal overlap his or her own roles within the 
school (De Bevoise 1984). 
Definition of Variables 
For the purpose of this study, the following definitions apply: 
1. Instructional Leadership-behavior officially designated by the 
organization that directly affects teacher behavior in such a way as 
to facilitate pupil learning and achieve the goals of the organization. 
This behavior includes leadership in developing curriculum, 
establishing instructional programs, fostering continuing education 
for classroom teachers to keep abreast of innovations in the field, 
monitoring classroom instruction, and modeling effective teaching 
skills. 
2. Principal’s Perception-the impression or belief about something 
developed through observation and experience by the individual who 
has been employed by the Board of Education and officially assigned 
to the chief or head leadership role in a school. 
3. Teacher’s Perception-the impression or belief about something 
developed through observation and experience by an educator at any 
grade level within the public schools who has direct contact on a 
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daily basis with students in the classroom and who is responsible for 
their education. This term does not include other educators within 
the schools such as curriculum specialists, aides, or administrators 
who do not teach in a classroom on a daily basis. 
5. Age—the chronological maturity of an individual. 
6. Gender—the sex (male or female) of an individual. 
7. Degree-the educational attainment or title earned by an individual 
through academic pursuits. 
8. Elementary School-an educational institution for students in grades 
K-5. 
9. Middle School- -an educational institution for students in grades 6-9 
10. High School-an educational institution for students in grades 10-12. 
11. Years of Experience-performance of work related duties which 
directly correspond to an educational position within public schools. 
12. Race-the biological or taxonomical grouping of individuals based on 
genetic heritage. 
Null Hypotheses 
1. There is no significant difference between the perceptions of teachers and 
principals on the role of the principal as instructional leader based on the 
gender of the (a) teacher, (b) principal. 
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2. There is no significant difference between the perceptions of teachers and 
principals on the role of the principal as instructional leader based on the 
race of (a) teacher, (b) principal. 
3. There is no significant difference between the perceptions of teachers and 
principals on the role of the principal as instructional leader based on the 
age of the (a) teacher, (b) principal. 
4. There is no significant difference between the perceptions of teachers and 
principals on the role of the principal as instructional leader based on the 
advanced degrees attained by the (a) teacher, (b) principal. 
5. There is no significant difference between the perceptions of teachers and 
principals on the role of the principal as instructional leader based on the 
years of experience of the (a) teacher, (b) principal. 
6. There is no significant difference between the perceptions of teachers and 
principals on the role of the principal as instructional leader at the (a) 
elementary, (b) middle, (c) high school level. 
7. There is no significant difference between the perceptions of the teachers 
and principals on the role of the principals as instructional leader based on 
level and gender. 
Limitations of the Study 
Several limitations applied to this study. 
41 
1. The results of this study were limited to the public elementary, 
middle, and high schools in predominantly metropolitan areas of 
Georgia. Although these schools were chosen randomly, the results 
obtained might not be generalizable to other schools having similar 
demographic and personnel make-up throughout the state or country 
because the population of the schools in the metropolitan Atlanta area 
might not be representative of the population in other schools 
throughout the country. 
2. This study did not include private or parochial schools, nor did it 
include schools which were segregated either by gender or race. 
3. There was a limited number of actual research studies to make a 
significant comparison of the findings. 
4. Participation was voluntary which might have affected results. More 
effective principals or concerned teachers might have responded, 
thereby skewing the results. 
Summary 
This study examined the relationship between principals’ and teachers’ 
perception of the role of the principal as the instructional leader in terms of age, 
gender, years of experience, qualifications, race, the level of school. This chapter 
has included the theoretical framework upon which this study was based. It further 
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has described the relationship among the variables, defined key terms, and stated 
the research hypotheses and limitations of this study. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The purpose of this study was to determine if there were any differences 
between the way in which principals and teachers in elementary, middle and high 
schools perceive the role of the principal as instructional leader. This chapter 
describes the methodology and procedures used in this study. The following areas 
are explained: design of the study, description of the study, description of the 
setting, sampling procedures, working with human subjects, descriptions of the 
instrument,’ data collection procedures, and statistical application. 
Research Design 
This study was quantitative in nature, using a survey questionnaire as the 
primary data collection method. The questionnaire was developed and mailed to 
principals and teachers to solicit their perceptions of principals as instructional 
leaders. The survey was conducted using principals and teachers at the same 
schools so that a comparison of their perceptions of the principal as instructional 
leader within the school could be obtained. 
The survey method using the questionnaire as the main data collection 
instrument was used primarily because the population and resulting sample for this 
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study was relatively large. Further, it was anticipated that the anonymity of the 
questionnaire would encourage honest responses by all subjects. 
Both primary and secondary data was used in this study. The primary or 
original data was obtained from principal and teacher responses to questionnaires 
about the role of the principal as instructional leader. The secondary data came 
from a review of related literature and research on educational leadership, the 
concept of instructional leadership, and leadership styles and their impact on the 
functions of schools. In addition, research of published and unpublished materials 
and documents was extensively incorporated into this study, both to provide 
background theoretical material and to help with the synthesis and explanation of 
obtained data. 
Description of the Setting 
The setting of this study was six public school districts in the State of 
Georgia. These six were schools systems in the City of Atlanta, Clayton County, 
Cobb County, DeKalb County, Gwinnett County, and Henry County. 




NUMBER OF SCHOOLS BY CATEGORY 
IN SELECTED SCHOOL SYSTEMS 
School District Elementary Middle Secondary 
City of Atlanta 80 16 13 
Clayton County 25 10 7 
Cobb County 55 19 14 
DeKalb County 77 7 19 
Gwinnett County 34 31 12 
Henry County 12 3 3 
The population for this study was principals and classroom teachers at the 
subject schools. Each principal and all classroom teachers at the subject schools 
received questionnaires to complete and return. The author obtained written 
permission to conduct this study at all the selected locations prior to the 
distribution of the questionnaires. 
The schools within each public school district were separated into categories 
of elementary, middle and high schools. These elementary, middle, and high 
schools were assigned numbers for the purpose of random selections. This 
procedure was used to select schools from all categories (elementary, middle, and 
high schools) in the selected public school districts. 
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According to the Atlanta Public School Overview, 1993-1994, the total 
student enrollment in the City of Atlanta Public Schools was 61,850 students for 
that school year. The schools are divided with grades K-5 attending elementary 
schools, grades 6-8 attending middle schools, and grades 912 attending high 
schools. There are 109 regular day schools within the system (80 elementary, 16 
middle, and 13 high schools). In addition, the system has three 
Community/Evening Schools, six alternative schools, and an Area Technical 
School. Teacher/student ratio for this system averaged 1 teacher for every 23 
students. Black students make up approximately 92% of the student body in the 
Atlanta Public School System. White students account for about 7% of the student 
body, and other racial groups the remainder. 
In the Clayton County Public School System, students in grades K-5 attend 
one of the 25 elementary schools, while students in grades 6-8 attend one of the 
10 middle schools, and students in grades 9-12 attend one of the 7 high schools. 
This system includes one alternative school. The pupil/teacher ratio in this system 
is 18 to 1. In Clayton County Public Schools, the student body of over 39,000 is 
approximately 72% White, 24% Black, and 4% comprised of other racial groups. 
There were 77,263 students enrolled in the Cobb County Public School 
System during the 1993-94 school year. These students attended one of 55 
elementary schools (grades K-5), 19 middle schools (grades 6-8), or 14 high 
schools (grades 9-12). The ratio of students to teachers is approximately 17 to 1 
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in the Cobb County System. Approximately 79% of the student body in Cobb 
County is White with about 16% Black, and the remaining 5% of other racial 
groups, such as Hispanic and Asian. 
The DeKalb County School System has a total of 104 schools. Of those, 77 
are elementary (grades K-5), 7 are middle (grades 6-8), and 19 are high schools 
(grades 9-12). The System also includes 1 alternative school. According to Facts 
about DeKalb Schools, the student enrollment for the 1993-94 school year was 
82,300, with the average student/ teacher ratio of approximately 23 to 1. 
Approximately 54% of the students in this system are White, 42% are Black, with 
other groups comprising about 4% of the student body. 
There are over 75,000 students in the Gwinnett Public School System. 
Students grades K-5 attend one of the 34 elementary schools. The 13 middle 
schools serve the needs of students grades 6-8, while students in grades 9-12 attend 
one of the 12 high schools in the system. The student/teacher ratio is 18:1 in this 
school district. The student body in Gwinnett County is predominantly White 
(91%), with Blacks comprising about 5% of the student population and other 
minorities the remainder (4%). 
The Henry County Public School System, like that in Bibb County, is 
smaller than those in the metropolitan area of Atlanta. This school system has a 
total of 18 schools (12 elementary, 3 middle and 3 high schools) which serve 
approximately 14,200 students. Students who are grades K-5 attend the elementary 
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schools in this system; grades 6-8 attend middle school, and those in grades 9-12 
attend high school. The student/teacher ratio is 21 to 1 in Henry County. This 
school system is predominantly White (89%), with Blacks comprising 10% of the 
student body and other racial groups making up less than one percent of the 
student population. 
TABLE 2 
STUDENT/TEACHER RATIO IN SELECTED 
SCHOOL SYSTEMS 
School System No. of Students No. of Teachers Student/Teacher 
Ratio 
Atlanta 61,850 2,693 23:1 
Clayton 39,000 2,133 18:1 
Cobb 77,263 4,508 17:1 
DeKalb 82,300 4,975 23:1 
Gwinnett 75,000 4,175 18:1 
Henry 14,200 6,712 21:1 
Table 2 details the student/teacher ratio of the selected school systems, and 




RACIAL COMPOSITION OF STUDENT BODY 
IN SELECTED SCHOOL SYSTEMS 
School System % White % Black % Other 
Atlanta 6.8% 91.8% 1.4% 
Clayton 72.4% 23.8% 3.8% 
Cobb 80.6% 13.7% 5.7% 
DeKalb 53.6% 42.2% 4.2% 
Gwinnett 90.9% 5.2% 3.9% 
Henry 88.8% 10.3% 0.9% 
Since this study focused on the variables which might affect a teacher’s 
perception of the principal as instructional leader within the school, information 
about the composition of teachers within a school system was relevant. Table 4 
shows the breakdown of the faculty in the seven selected school systems studied. 
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TABLE 5 
NUMBER OF PRINCIPALS BY GENDER IN 




System Elementary Middle High Elementary Middle High 
Atlanta 26 9 10 50 7 2 
Clayton 28 6 5 7 7 3 
Cobb 3 2 4 9 2 2 
DeKalb 37 4 16 45 3 3 
Gwinnett 7 5 9 27 8 3 
Henry 8 3 3 4 0 0 
Sampling Procedures 
The 1993 Public Education Directory was used to identify the sample 
schools in the State of Georgia for the study. The directory lists all the school 
systems in the State of Georgia and provides the address of the school, principal’s 
name, number of teachers, grades, and a code number. 
Schools from six school districts in the State of Georgia were selected to 
participate in this study. A total of 20 schools from these school systems were 
randomly selected from those listed in the 1993 Public Education Directory. The 
selection of six elementary, six middle schools, and eight high schools comprised 
the twenty schools selected from each school district. 
The school systems selected were chosen to provide the researcher with a 
broad sample base in combining urban and suburban schools in the population. 
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TABLE 4 













Atlanta 2,693 51.1% 86.1% 13.9% 50.6% 
Clayton 2,133 12.8% 83.3% 16.7% 48.2% 
Cobb 4,508 4.5% 88.2% 11.8% 45.3% 
DeKalb 4,975 35.1% 83.9% 16.1% 56.0% 
Gwinnett 4,175 3.1% 85.7% 14.3% 53.1% 
Henry 671 16.1% 84.8% 15.2% 38.3% 
Table 5 shows the number of principals in each select school system by 
gender and level of school. 
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Such a population base should have made the data obtained from this study more 
generalizable because different types of schools were included. 
Working with Human Subjects 
This study was conducted with the permission of the appropriate school 
district and individual school personnel. Subjects to be used in this study were 
informed that the collected data would be used in a dissertation, with individuals 
remaining anonymous and only group data being reported. All data was to be kept 
confidential, and participation was voluntary. 
Instrumentation 
In constructing this instrument, some recommendations suggested by Porter 
(1966) and Best (1977) were used as a framework. These are: 
Step 1. Review current literature in the most prestigious research journals 
on the selected topic. 
Step 2. Define the objectives for developing the scale. 
Step 3. Define the target population. 
Step 4. Develop an item pool. 
Step 5. Determine the number of questions. 
Step 6. Determine the wording of the questions. 
Step 7. Determine the subjects to whom the questions will be directed. 
Step 8. Ensure that the study’s hypotheses are related to the questions. 
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Step 9. Code each question to facilitate data collection and statistical 
analysis. 
Step 10. Pilot test the instrument. 
Step 11. Revise the instrument as necessary based on the results of the pilot 
test. 
Step 12. Statistically analyze the data obtained. 
The purpose of the questionnaire was to look at the perceptions of teachers 
and principals on the role of the principal as instructional leader. 
The author developed two questionnaires to gather data for this study. One 
of the questionnaires was sent to the principal of the sample schools (Appendix A), 
while the other was sent to the teachers in those schools (Appendix B). Each 
questionnaire was completed voluntarily and then returned to the researcher in a 
pre-addressed envelope provided for that purpose. 
According to Porter (1966), Best (1977), Moses (1961) and others, simple, 
easy to understand questions are best for obtaining factual information as opposed 
to opinion information. A simple multiple choice of completion format was used 
to ensure that factual information was obtained from the respondents. 
Section A of the survey was designed to collect demographic data about the 
respondent, such as gender, age, race, and level at school at which he or she 
worked. For most questions in Section A of the questionnaires, respondents were 
asked to respond appropriately to the questions. For example, they checked either 
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"male" or "female" on the question concerning their gender. There were two 
questions for which the respondent was asked to fill in the blank. These questions 
dealt with length of time the respondent has been a classroom teacher and the 
length of time the respondent has been a principal/teacher. 
In Section B of the questionnaires a five level Likert type response mode was 
used for items designed to measure the respondent’s perception of the principal as 
instructional leader. The respondents were asked to circle the number 
corresponding to their response. The scale is 1-Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 
3-Undecided, 4-Agree, and 5-Strongly Agree. 
This instrument was field tested with teachers and principals at several 
schools within the Atlanta Public School System prior to its use with the subject 
schools. This pre-testing, along with interviews with several respondents, enabled 
the researcher to make changes to clarify items, to include or delete some material, 
and to ensure that the questionnaire was easily understood. This pre-testing helped 
ensure that responses were based on questions which were easy to understand and 
were not ambiguous. This pre-testing should have thereby increased the reliability 
and validity of the instrument. 
Data Collection Procedure 
The surveys were sent to selected schools for completion by the principal 
and teachers. Respondents were informed that their survey results would be used 
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to give their perception of the principal as the instructional leader. A 
self-addressed envelope was provided to mail the results back to the author. 
Principals and teachers were assured that individual rating results would not be 
used and that only group data would be reported. 
The following procedures were used to collect data: 
1. Obtained evaluation instruments (questionnaire) necessary to conduct 
the study. 
2. Secured permission from school system’s administrators to conduct the 
study in its system. (Appendix C). 
3. Randomly selected schools to participate in this study. Each elementary 
in the selected systems was numbered consecutively. Six numbers were 
chosen using a random numbers table. The schools which corresponded 
to those six numbers were used for this study. Similarly, all middle 
schools and high schools in the selected systems were numbered. Six 
middle schools and eight high schools were chosen using a random 
number table as well. 
4. Obtained permission from the building administrator (principal) to 
survey the classroom teachers within the school. (Appendix D). 
5. Distributed the questionnaires to principals and classroom teachers 
within the subject schools. 
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6. Completed questionnaires from principals and classroom teachers were 
mailed to researcher using the self-address envelopes provided with the 
questionnaires. 
Because of the size of the population and the nature of this study, an effort 
was made to have all teachers at subject schools complete a questionnaire. 
Questionnaires were distributed to each principal and educator at the subject 
schools. 
Statistical Applications 
Questionnaires were coded and data entered into a computer. Version X of 
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS-X) was used to analyze the 
data. A level of significance of at least .05 was used to determine whether to 
accept or reject the hypotheses. The questionnaire data was analyzed using cross 
tabulation, tests, and ANOVA. These statistical procedures permitted an analysis 
of the data between the two small sample groups used in this study and permitted 
a determination of the statistical significance of any differences found between 
these two groups. 
Summary 
This chapter presents a description of the methods and procedures to be used 
in conducting the study. It also includes a description of the population, 
instruments and measures to be used for data collection as well as how data was 
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analyzed. An analysis of the data obtained from this research is discussed in 
chapter five. 
CHAPTER V 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
The purpose of this chapter is to present the data obtained from the 1283 
teachers and principals who responded to the questionnaire on the principal as 
instructional leader. This questionnaire was developed by the writer and validated 
with the assistance of elementary, middle, and high school teachers and principals. 
Details pertaining to validation of the instrument were presented in chapter four. 
This chapter examines data on the perceptions of respondents on the dependent 
variable, instructional leadership, and the independent variables, position, age, 
gender, years of experience, qualifications, race, and school level. 
Data were gathered from the questionnaires and subjected to statistical 
analyses using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), Version X. 
The dependent variable, instructional leadership, had the following scoring 
procedures: 
Data Presentation 





Disagree = 2 
Strongly Disagree = 1 
The interpretation of mean scores for the Instructional Leadership 
Instrument were as follows: 
Strongly agree = 4.51 to 5.0 
Agree = 3.51 to 4.50 
Undecided = 2.51 to 3.50 
Disagree = 1.51 to 2.50 
Strongly disagree = 1.00 to 1.50 
The difference between groups was analyzed and interpreted according to 
the computed "F" ratios at the .05 level of significance. 
The Results on the Instructional Leadership Instrument 
The population of this study consisted of principals and teachers in 
elementary, middle and high schools in six public school systems in Georgia. The 
results on the Instructional Leadership Instrument are presented in tables 6 through 
14 and are analyzed and interpreted in the sections which follow. Table 6 
provides a breakdown of the demographic makeup of the respondents. 
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TABLE 6 
SAMPLE DISTRIBUTION BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 
N = 1261 
Teachers Principals 
Variable Number Percent Number Percent 
Gender 1184 3.9 77 6.1 
Male 218 8.4 32 41.6 
Female 955 81.6 45 58.4 
Race 1184 94.0 75 6.0 
African American 445 37.6 40 53.3 
Asian American 22 1.9 
Caucasian 706 59.6 35 46.7 
Other 11 .9 
Age 1195 93.9 78 6.1 
25 - 30 220 18.4 
31 - 35 138 11.5 1 1.3 
36 - 40 202 16.9 5 6.4 
41 - 44 198 16.6 13 16.7 
45 - 49 190 15.9 17 21.8 
50 - 54 172 14.4 24 30.8 
55 + 75 6.3 18 23.1 
School Types 1198 94.0 76 6.0 
Elementary 553 46.2 32 42.1 
Middle/Jr. High 389 32.5 32 42.1 
High 256 21.4 12 15.8 
Degree 1170 93.9 76 6.1 
Bachelor 529 45.2 
Masters 519 44.4 24 31.6 
Specialist 104 8.9 38 50.0 
Doctorate 18 1.5 14 18.4 
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TABLE 6—Cont’d. 






Total Years of Experience 1124 94.4 67 5.6 
0 - 4 204 18.1 
5 - 9 231 20.6 3 4.5 
10 - 19 361 32.1 21 31.3 
20 - 29 281 25.0 34 50.7 
30 + 47 4.2 9 13.4 
Years at Present School 1205 93.9 78 6.1 
0 - 4 660 54.7 47 60.3 
5 - 9 305 25.3 26 33.3 
10 - 19 165 15.3 5 6.4 
20 - 29 54 4.5 
30 + 1 .1 
Attended Administrative Academy 
Yes 32 .53 
No 41 .56 
Training in Instructional 
Methodology 
Yes 54 .41 
No 21 .56 
« 
Credit Hours in Instructional 
Methodology 
No Report 38 .72 
1 - 10 1 .28 
11 - 20 13 .49 
21 - 30 21 .16 
31 - 40 2 .25 
41 + 3.38 
A total of 1,283 questionnaires were returned, 77 of which were returned 
by principals and 1,206 by teachers. Of the principals who responded, 32 
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respondents were male and 45 respondents were female; while among the teachers, 
218 were male and 955 were female. 
Of the teachers surveyed, 37.6% were African-American, 59.6% were 
Caucasians, 1.9% were Asian-American, and .9% were from non-specified racial 
groups. Of the principals who responded, 53.3% were African-American and 
46.7% were Caucasian. There were no Asian-American or "Other" among the 
principals who responded. 
The principals in the sample tended to be older than the teachers. For 
example, the age distribution for teachers in this sample was as follows: 18.4% 
were between the ages of 25 and 30; 11.5% were between the ages of 31 and 35; 
16.9% were in the 36 to 40 age range; 16.6% were between the ages of 41 and 
44; 15.9% were 45 to 49 years old; 14.4% were between the ages of 50 and 54; 
and 6.3% were 55 years of age or older. Among the principals who responded, 
none were in the age group 25 to 30 years; 1.3% were between the ages of 31 to 
35; 6.4% were between the ages of 36 and 40; 21.8% were from 45 to 49 years 
of age; 30.8% were ages 50 to 54; and 23.1% were age 55 or older. 
Of the teachers who responded to the survey questionnaire, 46.2% taught 
at the elementary level, 32.5% at the middle school level, and 21.4% at the high 
school level. For the principals, however, 42.1% worked at the elementary level, 
42.1% at the middle level, and 15.8% at the high school level. These data are 
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representative of the population used in this study for elementary, middle, and high 
school levels. 
None of the principals who responded had only a bachelor’s degree, 
however 31.6% indicated that they had a master’s degree, 50.0% a specialist’s 
degree and 18.4% a doctorate degree. Of the teachers who responded, 45.2% had 
a bachelor’s degree, 44.4% a master’s degree, 8.9% a specialist’s degree, and 
1.5% a doctorate degree. The data revealed that principals’ educational levels 
were higher than those of teachers. This suggests that principals in many cases, 
are more qualified than teachers in terms of the level of degree earned. 
None of the principals surveyed had less than 5 years experience in the field 
of education, 4.5% of that group had 5 to 9 years experience, 31.3% had 10 to 
19 years experience, 50.7% had 20 to 29 years experience, and 13.4% had at least 
30 years experience in the field. Of the teachers surveyed, 18.1% had less than 
5 years experience in the field of education, 20.6% had between 5 and 9 years 
experience, 32.1% had between 10 and 19 years experience, 25.0% had 20 to 29 
years experience, and 4.2% had over 30 years experience in the field. In 
summary, the data suggest that overall the principals have more experience in the 
field of education than do the teachers. 
Respondent teachers who were at their present school less than 5 years 
totalled 54.7%. Those who had been at their present school between 5 and 9 years 
totalled 25.3%; 15.3% had been at their present school between 10 and 19 years; 
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4.5% between 20 and 29 years; and .1 % had been at their present school over 30 
years. Among the principals surveyed, 6.1% had been at their present school less 
than 5 years, 60.3% between 5 and 9 years, 33.3% between 10 and 19 years, and 
6.4% between 20 and 29 years. 
Of the principals who responded, approximately 44% indicated that they had 
attended an administrative academy versus 56% who said they had not. On the 
other hand, 41 % of the principals surveyed stated that they had some training in 
instructional methodology, while 56% indicated they had no such training. Three 
percent of the did not respond to this item. The principals who responded that 
they had training in instructional methodology indicated they had between 11 and 
20 credit hours. 
Table 7 provides an analysis of the responses of teachers and principals to 
the Instructional Leadership questionnaires. The mean score for each variable is 
the statistical average of all of the responses to the Instructional Leadership 
questions made by individuals within each specific group. 
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TABLE 7 
NUMBER, MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE 
INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP INSTRUMENT BY 
POSITION AND THE OTHER INDEPENDENT 
VARIABLES - TOTAL SAMPLE 
N = 1260 
Teachers Principals 
Variable Number Mean S. D . Number Mean S. D . 
Gender 1083 3.9501 .7601 77 4.0649 .3748 
Male 202 3.9604 .7113 32 4.1250 .4919 
Female 881 3.9478 .7831 45 4.0222 .2601 
Race 1082 3.9492 .7696 75 4.0667 .3797 
African-American 398 4.0553 .7457 40 4.1750 .4465 
Asian-American 20 4.1000 .6407 
Caucasian 654 3.8807 .7794 35 3.9429 .2355 
Other 10 3.9000 .8756 
Age 1089 3.9467 .7675 78 4.0641 .3724 
25 - 30 204 3.8971 .8329 
31 - 35 126 3.9048 .7943 1 4.0000 .0000 
36 - 40 187 3.9894 .6683 5 4.2000 .4472 
41 - 44 180 3.9889 .7090 13 4.0000 .0000 
45 - 49 177 3.9831 .8290 17 4.0000 .5000 
50 - 54 150 4.0133 .7326 24 3.9583 .2041 
55 + 65 3.9538 .8372 18 4.2778 .4609 
Educational Level 1068 3.9513 .7742 76 4.0658 .3772 
Bachelors 487 3.9795 .7722 
Masters 470 3.9277 .7720 24 4.1667 .3807 
Specialist 94 3.8830 .7740 38 3.9737 .3666 
Doctorate 17 4.1765 .8828 14 4.1429 .3631 
School Types 1092 3.9469 .7688 76 4.0658 .3772 
Elementary 516 4.0194 .7856 32 4.2188 .4200 
Middle 351 3.9473 .7457 32 3.9688 .3095 




Variable Number Mean S. D . Number 
Principals 
Mean S. D . 
Total Yrs. Teaching 
Experience 







67 4.0746 .3615 
5 - 9 212 3.9151 .7803 3 4.0000 .0000 
10 - 19 338 3.9201 .7036 21 4.0000 .0000 
20 - 29 248 3.9637 .8165 34 4.0882 .4518 
30 + 41 4.2439 .7994 9 4.2222 .4410 
Total Sample 
Gender - Male 229 3.9913 .6882 31 4.1290 .4995 
Level - Elementary 35 4.400 .4971 15 4.3333 .4880 
Level - Middle 106 4.0189 .6616 12 4.0000 .4264 
Level - High 88 3.7955 .7137 4 3.7500 .5000 
Gender - Female 921 3.9522 .7661 44 4.0227 .2631 
Level - Elementary 508 4.0059 .7807 16 4.1250 .3416 
Level - Middle 269 3.9257 .7394 20 3.9500 .2236 
Level - High 144 3.8125 .7477 8 4.0000 .0000 
The mean scores on the Instructional Leadership Instrument in terms of 
gender were 3.9501 for teachers and 4.0649 for principals. The mean for the 202 
male teachers was 3.9604, while the mean for the 881 female teachers was 3.9428. 
For the 32 male principals, the mean was 4.250, and for the 45 female principals, 
the mean was 4.0222. The fairly high mean scores suggested that male principals 
received a higher rating on the Instructional Leadership Instrument than female 
principals. 
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The mean scores on the Instructional Leadership Instrument in terms of race 
were 4.053 for African-American teachers, 4.100 for Asian-American teachers, 
3.8807 for Caucasian teachers, and 3.9000 for other teachers. The means were 
4.1750 for African-American principals and 3.9429 for Caucasian principals. The 
mean scores revealed that African-American principals received a higher rating as 
principals on the Instructional Leadership Instrument than Caucasian principals. 
The mean scores on the Instructional Leadership Instrument in terms of age 
for teachers was 3.9467 and for principals 4.0641. The mean score for teachers 
was 3.8971 for those 25 to 30 years old, 3.9048 for those 31 to 35 years old, 
3.9894 for those 36 to 40 years old, 3.9889 for those 41 to 44 years old, 3.9831 
for those 45 to 49 years old, 4.10133 for those 50 to 54 years old, and 3.9538 for 
those 55 and older. For principals, the mean score was 4.000 for those in the age 
group of 31 to 35 years old, 4.2000 for those 36 to 40 years old, 4.0000 for those 
41 to 44 years old, 3.9583 for those 41 to 49, and 4.2778 for those 55 years old 
and older. The means reflected that in this sample principals are older than the 
teachers in the sample. 
The mean scores on the Instructional Leadership Instrument in terms of 
educational level were 3.9513 for teachers and for principals 4.0658. The mean 
score for teachers with bachelor’s degrees was 3.9795, for those with master’s 
degrees, 3.9277, for those with specialists degrees, 3.8830, and 4.1765 for those 
with doctorate degrees. For principals, the mean scores were 4.1667 for those 
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with specialists, and 4.1429 for those with doctorate degrees. For the means, data 
reflected that principals had received higher degrees than teachers. 
The mean scores on the Instructional Leadership Instrument in terms of 
school types were 3.9469 for teachers and 4.0658 of principals. For elementary 
level teachers the mean was 4.0194, for middle school teachers 3.9473, and for 
higher school level teachers 3.7956. For elementary principals, the mean was 
4.2188, 3.9688 for middle school level, and 3.9167 for higher school level. The 
means reflected that teachers rated the principals at the elementary level higher as 
instructional leader than those on the middle school or high school level. 
The mean scores on the Instructional Leadership Instrument in terms of total 
years of teaching experience was 3.9474 for teachers and 4.0746 for principals. 
The means for teachers’ teaching experience were 3.9465 for 0 to 4 years of 
experience, 3.9157 for those with 5 to 9 years experience, 3.9102 for those with 
10 to 19 years of experience, 3.9637 for those with 20 to 29 years experience, and 
4.2439 for those with 30 or more years of experience. For principals, the means 
were 4.0000 for those with 5 to 9 years teaching experience, 4.0000 for those with 
10-19 years teaching experience, 4.0882 for those with 20 to 29 years teaching 
experience, and 4.222.2 for those with 30 or more years of teaching experience. 
It is interesting to note that both teachers and principals in the 30 years or 
more category on this variable gave the highest rating. It could be that through 
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experience and maturity, they are more attuned to what makes for effective 
instructional leadership 
Null Hypothesis 1 
NH,: There is no significant difference between the perceptions of 
teachers and principals on the role of the principals as instructional 
leaders based on gender. 
The analysis of variance for the results on the principals Instructional 
Leadership Instrument on gender are presented in table 8. 
TABLE 8 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND "F" RATIOS FOR THE 
RESPONSES ON THE INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP 
INSTRUMENT FOR POSITION AND GENDER 






Square F-Ratio F-Prob. 
Between Groups 
Position .849 1 .849 1.506 .220 
Gender .087 1 .087 .155 
Interaction 
Position by Level .137 1 .137 .242 
Residual 651.759 1156 .564 
Total 652.930 
* Significance (.05 
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NOTE: Total number varies due to missing data signal used for computer 
analysis which allowed for incomplete questionnaires to be used. 
1285 cases were processed; 125 cases were missing. 
The analysis of variance revealed that both males and females rated the 
principals Instructional Leadership Instrument as "agree." The data yielded an F- 
ratio of 1.506 which was not statistically significant. The null hypothesis was 
therefore accepted. The difference between groups was analyzed and interpreted 
according to computed "F" ratios at the .05 level of significance. 
Null Hypothesis 2 
NH2: There is no significant difference between the perceptions of 
teachers and principals on the role of the principal as instructional 
leader based on race. 
The analysis of variance for the results on the principal’s Instructional 
Leadership Instrument on race are presented in table 9. 
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TABLE 9 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND "F" RATIOS FOR THE RESPONSES 
ON THE INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP INSTRUMENT 
FOR POSITION AND RACE 




















Position by Race .058 1 .058 .103 
Residual 641.842 1151 .558 
Total 651.839 1156 .564 
* Significance ( .05 
NOTE: Total number varies due to missing data signal used for computer 
analysis which allowed for incomplete questionnaires to be used. 
1285 cases were processed; 128 cases were missing. 
The data yielded an F-ratio of 1.061 and an F-prob of .001. This outcome 
was statistically significant beyond the .05 level of significance. The null 
hypothesis was therefore rejected. Further analyzed by Modified Least Significant 
Difference Multiple Range Test (MODLSO) revealed that the significant difference 
lay between African Americans and Caucasians. 
Multiple Range Test for position and race are presented in table 10. 
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TABLE 10 
MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR POSITION AND RACE 
6 6 6 G 
r r r r 
P P P P 











Further examination of the mean scores showed that African American 
principals were rate higher on the Instructional Leadership instrument than their 
Caucasian counterparts. It also showed that these higher ratings were given by 
African American teachers who also formed the majority of the sample. 
Null Hypothesis 3 
NH3: There is no significant difference between the perceptions of teachers 
and principals on the role of the principal as instructional leader 
based on age. 
The analysis of variance for the results on the principal’s Instructional 
Leadership Instrument on age are presented in table 11. 
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TABLE 11 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND "F" RATIOS FOR THE RESPONSES 
ON THE INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP INSTRUMENT FOR 
POSITION AND AGE 
Sum of Degrees of Mean 
Source of Variation Squares Freedom Square F-Ratio F-Prob. 
Between Groups 
Position .425 1 .425 .758 .568 
Age 2.120 6 .353 .629 
Interaction 
Position by Age 1.574 5 .315 .561 
Residual 647.896 1154 .561 
Total 652.593 1166 
* Significance ( .05 
NOTE: Total number varies due to missing data signal used for computer 
analysis which allowed for incomplete questionnaires to be used. 
1285 cases were processed; 115 cases were missing. 
The data yielded an F-ratio of .758 and an F-Prob. of .568 for position 
which was not statistically significant at the .05 level of significance. The null 
hypothesis as therefore accepted. 
Null Hypothesis 4 
NH4: There is no significant difference between the perceptions of teachers 
and principals on the role of the principal as instructional leader 
based on educational level. 
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The analysis of variance for position and educational level for the results on 
the Principal’s Instructional Leadership Instrument on educational level are 
presented in table 12. 
TABLE 12 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND "F" RATIOS FOR THE RESPONSES 
ON THE INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP INSTRUMENT FOR 
POSITION AND EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 




















Position by Degree .518 2 .259 .455 
Residual 647.540 1137 .570 
Total 651.069 1143 
* Significance ( .05 
NOTE: Total number varies due to missing data signal used for computer 
analysis which allowed for incomplete questionnaires to be used. 
1,285 cases were processed; 141 cases were missing. 
The analysis of variance for position and educational level yielded an F-ratio 
of 1.787 and an F-Prob. of .182 which was not statistically significant. The null 
hypothesis was therefore accepted. 
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Null Hypothesis 
NH5 : There is no significant difference between the perceptions of teachers 
and principals on the role of the principal as instructional leader 
based on school types. 
The analysis of variance for the results on the principals’ Instructional 
Leadership Instrument on school types are presented in table 13. 
TABLE 13 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND "F" RATIOS FOR THE RESPONSES ON 
THE INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP INSTRUMENT 
FOR POSITION AND SCHOOL TYPES 
Sum of Degrees of Mean 
Source of Variation Squares Freedom Square F-Ratio F-Prob. 
Between Groups 
Position .974 1 .974 1.752 .000 
School Type 8.794 2 4.397 7.905 
Interaction .419 2 .210 .377 
Position by School 
Type 
646.377 1162 .556 
Total 656.595 1167 
* Significance (.05 
NOTE: Total number varies due to missing data signal used for computer analysis 
which allowed for incomplete questionnaires to be used. 
1285 cases were processed; 117 cases were missing. 
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The analysis of variance for position and school types revealed that the F- 
ratio for position (teachers and principals) was 1.752. The F-Prob. was .000 
which was statistically significant beyond the .05 level. Thus, the means between 
the three school types were statistically significant. This result was further 
analyzed by Modified Least Significant Difference Multiple Range Test 
(MODLSO) and revealed that the significant difference lay betweenh the 
elementary, middle and high school principals. Multiple Range test for school 
types are presented in table 14. 
TABLE 14 
MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR SCHOOL TYPES 
G 6 6 
r r r 












Examination of the mean scores revealed that teachers gave higher scores 
to elementary principals on the Instructional Leadership Instrument. The null 
hypothesis was therefore rejected. 
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Null Hypothesis 6 
NH6: There is no significant difference between the perceptions of 
teachers and principals on the role of the principal as instructional 
leader based on school types and gender. 
The analysis of variance for the results on the principals’ Instructional 
Leadership Instrument on school types and gender are presented in table 15. 
TABLE 15 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND "F" RATIOS FOR THE RESPONSES 
ON THE INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP INSTRUMENT FOR 
SCHOOL TYPES AND GENDER 






Square F-Ratio F-Prob. 
Between Groups 
School Type 10.229 2 5.114 9.227 .000 
Gender 2.224 1 2.224 4.011 
Interaction 
School Type by 3.539 2 1.769 3.192 
Gender 
Residual 634.113 1144 .554 
Total 648.160 1149 
* Significance ( .05 
NOTE: Total number varies due to missing data signal used for computer 
analysis which allowed for incomplete questionnaires to be used. 
1285 cases were processed; 114 cases were missing. 
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School type by gender yielded an F-Prob. of .000 which was statistically 
significant beyond the .05 level of significance. The null hypothesis was therefore 
rejected. Further, analysis by graphing (see chart below) revealed that male 
principals at the elementary school level had a mean of 4.000 which was 
significantly higher than that for female principals at the same school type with a 
mean of 3.9522. 
The difference between groups was analyzed and interpreted according to 
the computed "F" ratio at the .05 level of significance. 
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Null Hypothesis 7 
NH7: There is no significant difference between the perceptions of 
teachers and principals on the role of the principal as instructional 
leader based on total years of teaching experience. 
The analysis of variance for the results on the principals’ Instructional 
Instrument on total years of teaching experience are presented in table 16. 
TABLE 16 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE AND "F" RATIOS FOR THE RESPONSES ON THE 
INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP INSTRUMENT FOR POSITION AND 
TOTAL YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE 






Square F-Ratio F-Prob. 
Between Groups 
Position .586 1 .586 1.039 .308 
Total years of 
Teaching Experience .473 3 .158 .279 
Interaction 
Position by total 
Years of Teaching .025 2 .013 .022 
Residual 584.189 1036 .564 
Total 585.432 1042 .562 
* Significance ( .05 
NOTE: Total number varies due to missing data signal used for computer 
analysis which allowed for incomplete questionnaires to be used. 
1285 cases were processed; 192 cases were missing. 
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The analysis of variance for position and total years of teaching experience 
revealed that the F-ratios for the between groups (teachers and principals) was 
1.039 with an F-Prob. of .308, which was not statistically significant at the .05 
level. Since this was not statistically significant at the .05 level, the null 
hypothesis was accepted. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to determine if there were differences in the 
perception of the role of the principal as instructional leader by teachers and 
principals. This chapter has presented, described and detailed the data obtained 
from the Instructional Leadership Instrument. Seven hypotheses were tested and 
the results were reported. 
Four of the null hypotheses were accepted. Hypothesis 2, 5 and 6 were 
rejected as outcomes proved significant beyond the .05 level of significance. All 
other hypotheses were accepted as they yielded no significant differences. 
CHAPTER VI 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter provides a summary of findings, discusses implications of these 
results, and offers recommendations. Discussions with experts, research of 
relevant published and unpublished literature, and surveys were employed to 
collect data for this research. The primary data for this research was generated 
from the responses of teachers and principals of six school districts in the state of 
Georgia to a leadership quality of principal questionnaire developed by the 
researcher. The study’s population consisted of the school principals and teachers 
in randomly selected schools in six school districts in the state of Georgia. The 
purpose of this qualitative study was to determine if there were any differences 
between the way principals and teachers perceive the roles of the principal as 
instructional leader. The research questions relative to this study were as follows: 
1. Is there a significant difference in the perception of teachers and 
principals on the role of the school principal as instructional leader 
based on age? 
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2. Is there a significant difference in the perception of teachers and 
principals on the role of the school principal as instructional leader 
based on gender? 
3. Is there a significant difference in the perception of teachers and 
principals on the role of the school principal as instructional leader 
based on the years of experience? 
4. Is there a significant difference in the perception of teachers and 
principals on the role of the school principal as instructional leader 
based on educational level? 
5. Is there a significant difference in the perception of teachers and 
principals on the role of the school principal as instructional leader 
based on race? 
6. Is there a significant difference in the perception of teachers and 
principals on the role of the school principal as instructional leader 
at the (a) elementary, (b) middle, (c) high school levels? 
7. Is there a significant difference in the perception of teachers and 




Data relative to the six hypotheses were analyzed and presented in chapter 
five of this study. A summary of the findings based on the proposed research 
questions are as follows: 
1. From the responses to the questionnaire items, no significant 
difference was found between the perceptions of teachers and 
principals on the principal as instructional leader based on gender. 
This null hypothesis was accepted. 
2. From the responses to the questionnaire items, a significant 
difference at the .05 level was found between 
perceptions of teachers and principals of the principal as 
instructional leader based on race. African-American teachers rated 
the principal significantly higher than Caucasian teachers. The null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
3. From the responses to the questionnaire items, no significant 
difference between the perceptions of teachers and 
principals of the principal as instructional leader based 
on age. This null hypothesis was accepted. 
4. From the responses to the questionnaire items, no significant 
difference was found between the perceptions of the principal as 
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instructional leader by teachers and principals based on educational 
levels. This null hypothesis was accepted. 
5. From the responses of the questionnaire items, a significant 
difference at the .05 level was found between the responses of 
teachers and principals at the three types of schools (elementary, 
middle, and high) on the role of the principal as instructional leader. 
This null hypothesis was rejected. 
6. From the responses of the questionnaire items, a significant 
difference at the .05 level was found between perceptions of teachers 
and principals as instructional leader based on school types and 
gender (elementary, middle, high, and male, female). This null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
7. From the responses of the questionnaire items, no significant 
difference was found between the perceptions of teachers and 
principals of the principal as instructional leader based on years of 
teaching experience. This null hypothesis was accepted. 
Implications 
The purpose of this study was to investigate teachers’ and principals’ 
perceptions on the role of the principals as instructional leader in selected 
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elementary, middle and high schools in the state of Georgia. The findings from 
this study have the following implications: 
1. The minimal amount of variance between teachers’ and principals’ 
perceptions of the principals as instructional leaders show a common 
understanding of these two groups as to what instructional leadership 
entails. 
2. The significant difference of teachers’ perceptions of principals as 
instructional leaders in terms of school levels occurred at the 
elementary school level. This could result from the fact that in the 
elementary school setting the principal interact more frequently with 
teachers in general than those principals in the middle and high 
schools where supervision of teachers is delegated to lead teacher or 
department chairperson. 
3. In terms of race, the data revealed a significant difference of the 
perceptions of teachers on instructional leadership. African- 
American teachers rated the African-American principal higher than 
Caucasian teachers. Although nothing definitive suggests how race 
impacts the perceptions of teachers on the principal as instructional 
leader, this suggest that either African American teachers have 
more positive perceptions of the African American principals 
because they are African-American or that Caucasian teachers have 
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negative perceptions because they do not perceive African- 
Americans as being capable of performing at high levels. It could 
also be that these differences in perceptions could be the result of 
the types of relationships which exists between African-Americans 
and Caucasians in general, which is not very positive. 
4. The difference found between gender and level shows that female 
principals were rated lower than male principals as instructional 
leaders. Research has shown that male principals are more inclined 
to emphasize organizational structure and avoid conflicts, whereas 
female principals place less emphasis on those aspects. This could 
account for why male principals are seen more so as stronger 
instructional leaders. It could also be that females tend to be more 
negative toward other females in leadership positions. When one 
considers that there are far more female teachers in this sample than 
there are males, this could have accounted for the significance that 
occurred. 
In summary, the differences found between racial groups, gender and school 
levels may provide educators with a better understanding of the perceptions of 
teachers and principals based on past experiences. As mentioned in chapter four, 
the role of the teacher and principal in an elementary school are different from 
those of higher levels. The difference found in this study between members of the 
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three school levels was, therefore consistent with previous research. The racial 
difference, while not directly anticipated based on a review of the literature, can 
follow from findings based on differences. 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations are made as a result of the findings of this 
research: 
1. Sensitivity training courses and on-going related staff development 
topics on cultural diversity and sensitivity to help improve 
understanding among other culture differences. 
2. Additional research conducted that examines the factors in which 
elementary principals were ranked higher than the middle and high 
school principals. 
3. Middle and high school principals should increase the amount of 
time spent in visiting and observing in classrooms. Two indicators 
on the instructional leadership instrument questionnaire that dealt 
with classroom observations strongly rated elementary principals 
higher in this area than middle and high school principals. 
4. Middle and high school principals should plan more frequent 
meetings with grade levels in a group setting to increase 
communication with teachers. 
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5. On-going staff development courses and training for female 
principals and prospective female principals in areas of 
communication, conflict resolution, decision making 
process, and professional growth. 
These recommendations are put forth to help school systems, schools, and 
principals in assisting them to further develop the role of the principals as the 
instructional leader. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to investigate how teachers and principals 
perceive the role of the principal as instructional leader in the school. The sample 
used in this study was composed of 1283 teachers and principals from six Georgia 
school systems. The systems are Atlanta, Clayton, Cobb, Dekalb, Gwinnett, and 
Henry County. Seven hypotheses were forwarded to look at the impact of 
position, age, gender, years of experience, academic background, race, school 
levels and levels and genders on one’s perception of the role of the principal as a 
school instructional leader. 
This chapter provided several recommendations based on an analysis of the 
data. Quality schools must have principals and teachers who effectively 
collaborate to educate their students. The roles and responsibilities of each 
member of the school should be understood. Further, school personnel must 
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comprehend how each individual within the school fits into the overall educational 
structure. Without such communication and effective collaboration, quality 






As part of my dissertation, I am conducting a study on the "Perception of the Principal 
as the Instructional Leader. " I would appreciate your assistance in this research project. 
All information will be kept strictly confidential. 
The first section asks for demographic information and is followed by items related to 
the principal’s role as instructional leader. Please complete all items on this 
questionnaire and return it in the pre-addressed envelope provided. 
Section A: Demographic Information 
Instructions: Please check (V) the response which best represents your answers. 
1. Age: 
25-30 31-35 36-40 41-44 
45-49 50-54 55 + 
2. Race: 
African-American 
Other (please specify) 




4 Which of the following describes your most advanced degree? 
_ Bachelor’s Degree  Master’s Degree 
_ Specialist Degree  Doctoral Degree 
5. Which type of school do you serve? 
_ Elementary  Middle/Jr. High  High 
6. How many years were you a classroom teacher?  
7. What subjects did you teach before coming a principal? Please mark all subjects 
which you have ever taught? 
 Math  Science  Social Studies 
_ Language Arts  Foreign Language  Media Specialist 
_ Counselor  Physical Education/Coach 
_ Other (please specify)  
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8. How many years did you teach in the classroom?  
9. How long have you been principal at your present school?  
10. How long have you been a principal? _ 
a. Did you attend an Administrative Academy prior to becoming an 
administrator? 
 Yes  No 
b. Did you receive any additional training on instructional methodology prior 
to becoming a principal? 
Yes No 
If you answered "yes" to (b) above, approximately how many hours? _ 
11. What do you see as your primary duty as school principal? Please check the 
response which best represents your answer. 
_ Instruction 
_ Resource Provider 
_ Other (please specify)  
Section B: Leadership Qualities 
Instructions: Below is a list of 20 items. Please select the response which best 
represents your answer. Circle 5 if you Strongly Agree; 4 if you Agree; 
3 if you are Undecided; 2 if you Disagree; and 1 if you Strongly Disagree. 
Note: There are no "right or "wrong" answers. 














Undecided Disagree Disagree 




14. Most teachers will state that I frequently talk to them about instructional 
subjects. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
15. I frequently lead the faculty in discussions concerning student achievement. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
16. I frequently provide literature for review and discussion during faculty meetings. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
17. I provide frequent feedback to teachers regarding their classroom performance. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
18. I make frequent classroom observations. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
19. There is a perception among the teaching staff that I am a strong instructional 
leader. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
20. My feedback to teachers based on my observation of them in the classroom helps 
to improve their teaching performance. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
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21. I recognize strong instructional teachers by recommending these teachers be 




Agree Undecided Disagree 








Agree Undecided Disagree 









Agree Undecided Disagree 








Agree Undecided Disagree 








Agree Undecided Disagree 





















Agree Undecided Disagree 





28. I set high expectations for my teaching staff. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
I frequently model demonstration teaching lessons in the classroom. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
I communicate to teachers the belief that all students can learn. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
5 4 3 ■ 2 1 
Thank you for your time and assistance. Please return this questionnaire in the pre¬ 






As part of my dissertation, I am conducting a study on the "Perception of the Principal 
as the Instructional Leader." I would appreciate your assistance in this research project. 
All information will be kept strictly confidential. 
The first section asks for demographic information and is followed by items related to 
the principal’s role as instructional leader. Please complete all items on this 
questionnaire and return it in the pre-addressed envelope provided. 
Section A: Demographic Information 
Instructions: Please check (/) the response which best represents your answers. 
1. Age: 
25-30 31-35 36-40 41-44 
45-49 50-54 55 + 
a • 
African-American 





4 Which of the following describes your most advanced degree? 
 Bachelor’s Degree  Master’s Degree 
_ Specialist Degree  Doctoral Degree 
5. Which type of school do you serve? 
 Elementary  Middle/Jr. High  High 
6. How many years were you a classroom teacher?  
7. What subjects did you teach before coming a principal? Please mark all subjects 
which you have ever taught? 
 Math  Science  Social Studies 
 Language Arts  Foreign Language  Media Specialist 
 Counselor  Physical Education/Coach 
_ Other (please specify)  
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8. How long have you been a teacher at your present school? 
Section B: Leadership Qualities 
Instructions: Below is a list of 20 items. Please select the response which best 
represents your answer. Circle 5 if you Strongly Agree; 4 if you Agree; 
3 if you are Undecided; 2 if you Disagree; and 1 if you Strongly Disagree. 
Note: There are no "right or "wrong" answers. 
9. The principal encourages faculty members to attend staff development activities. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
10. The principal’s budget allows sufficient funds for instructional materials and 
supplies. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
11. Most teachers will state that the principal frequently talks to them about 
matters related to instruction. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
12. The principal frequently leads the faculty in discussions concerning student 
achievement. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
13. The principal frequently provides literature for discussion during faculty meetings. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
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Agree Undecided Disagree 
4 3 2 
















There is a perception among the teaching staff that the principal is very interested 



















The principal recognizes strong instructional teachers by recommending these 




Agree Undecided Disagree 































Agree Undecided Disagree 








Agree Undecided Disagree 



























25. The principal sets high expectations for the teaching staff. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
The principal frequently models demonstration teaching lessons in the classroom 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
27. The principal communicates to teachers the belief that all students can learn. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
5 4 3 2 1 
Thank you for your time and assistance. Please return this questionnaire in the pre¬ 




CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY 
School of Education 
January 18, 1995 
To Whom It May Concern: 
Dianne L. Griffin is a doctoral student in the Educational Leadership Department at Clark 
Atlanta University. She is currently engaged in conducting research toward the 
completion of her dissertation. Without the help of school systems, she will not be able to 
complete this exercise. I am, therefore, requesting that you try to accommodate her 
request to include your school system in her research. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
Claudette H. Williams, Ed.D. 
Dissertation Advisor. 
CHW/mht 
JAMES P. BRAWLEY DRIVE AT FAIR STREET. S.W. • ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30314 • (4M) soo-aooo 
j AM*m Umuntp. 1663. CU* Oder. 1669 
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Dianne b Griffin 
2170 Hilton Drive 
Decatur, Georgia 30032 
January 23, 1995 
David J. Harmon, Director 
Research, Student Assessment 
Cobb County Public Schools 
P. O. Box 1088 
Marietta, Georgia 30061 
Dear Mr. Harmon: 
I am a doctoral student in the Educational Leadership Department at Clark Atlanta 
University. For my dissertation, I am studying the Teacher's and Principal's 
Perceptions of Instructional Leadership. Researchers speculate that competency of 
the principal, as perceived by the teachers, directly affects the quality of the workplace, 
which in turn, affects the level of performance and job satisfaction of the teacher. 
In order for this information to be meaningful, it is necessary for me to survey a 
representative sample of both teachers and principals. I believe that your school 
district represents the uniqueness, size, and instructional program that fit the criteria for 
this study. Thus, I am soliciting your asistance by requesting formal approval to survey 
principals and teachers in eight (8), elementary, middle and high schools in the district. 
This information will be strictly confidential and used for research purposes only with 
individuals remaining anonymous and group information being reported. 
Thank you very much for your cooperation in this most important matter. Should you 
have any questions, I can be reached at (404) 699-4531 (o) (404) 792-5959 (o), and 




2170 Hilton Drive 
Decatur, Georgia 30032 
January 23, 1995 
Nancy J. Emmons 
Research and Evaluation 
Atlanta Public School 
210 Pryor Street, S.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30335 
Dear Mrs. Emmons: 
I am a doctoral student in the Educational Leadership Department at Clark Atlanta 
University. For my dissertation, I am studying the Teacher’s and Principal’s 
Perceptions of Instructional Leadership. Researchers speculate that competency of 
the principal, as perceived by the teachers, directly affects the quality of the workplace, 
which in turn, affects the level of performance and job satisfaction of the teacher. 
In order for this information to be meaningful, it is necessary for me to survey a 
representative sample of both teachers and principals. I believe that your school 
district represents the uniqueness, size, and instructional program that fit the criteria for 
this study. Thus, I am soliciting your asistance by requesting formal approval to survey 
principals and teachers in eight (8), elementary, middle and high schools in the district. 
This information will be strictly confidential and used for research purposes only with 
individuals remaining anonymous and group information being reported. 
Thank you very much for your cooperation in this most important matter. Should you 
have any questions, I can be reached at (404) 699-4531 (o) (404) 792-5959 (o), and 




2170 Hilton Drive 
Decatur, Georgia 30032 
January 23, 1995 
Sue Ellen Bray, Assistant Director 
Research and Evaluation 
Dekalb County School System 
3770 North Decatur Road 
Decatur, Georgia 30032 
Dear Mrs. Bray: 
I am a doctoral student in the Educational Leadership Department at Clark Atlanta 
University. For my dissertation, I am studying the Teacher’s and Principal's 
Perceptions of Instructional Leadership. Researchers speculate that competency of 
the principal, as perceived by the teachers, directly affects the quality of the workplace, 
which in turn, affects the level of performance and job satisfaction of the teacher. 
In order for this information to be meaningful, it is necessary for me to survey a 
representative sample of both teachers and principals. I believe that your school 
district represents the uniqueness, size, and instructional program that fit the criteria for 
this study. Thus, I am soliciting your asistance by requesting formal approval to survey 
principals and teachers in eight (8), elementary, middle and high schools in the district. 
This information will be strictly confidential and used for research purposes only with 
individuals remaining anonymous and group information being reported. 
Thank you very much for your cooperation in this most important matter. Should you 
have any questions, I can be reached at (404) 699-4531 (o) (404) 792-5959 (o), and 
(404) 289-2117 (h). 
Sincerely, 
Dianne L Griffin 
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Dianne L*Griffin 
2170 Hilton Drive 
Decatur, Georgia 30032 
January 23, 1995 
Gary Boehmen, Superintendent 
Henry County Board of Education 
396 Tomlinson Street 
McDonough, Georgia 30253 
Dear Mr. Boehmen: 
I am a doctoral student in the Educational Leadership Department at Clark Atlanta 
University. For my dissertation, I am studying the Teacher’s and Principal’s 
Perceptions of Instructional Leadership. Researchers speculate that competency of 
the principal, as perceived by the teachers, directly affects the quality of the workplace, 
which in turn, affects the level of performance and job satisfaction of the teacher. 
In order for this information to be meaningful, it is necessary for me to survey a 
representative sample of both teachers and principals. I believe that your school 
district represents the uniqueness, size, and instructional program that fit the criteria for 
this study. Thus, I am soliciting your asistance by requesting formal approval to survey 
principals and teachers in eight (8), elementary, middle and high schools in the district. 
This information will be strictly confidential and used for research purposes only with 
individuals remaining anonymous and group information being reported. 
Thank you very much for your cooperation in this most important matter. Should you 
have any questions, I can be reached at (404) 699-4531 (o) (404) 792-5959 (o), and 




2170 Hilton Drive 
Decatur, Georgia 30032 
January 23, 1995 
David Gregory, Assistant to the Superintendent 
Research, and Evaluation 
Clayton County Public Schools 
120 Smith Street 
Jonesboro, Georgia 30032 
Dear Mr. Gregory: 
I am a doctoral student in the Educational Leadership Department at Clark Atlanta 
University. For my dissertation, I am studying the Teacher’s and Principal’s 
Perceptions of Instructional Leadership. Researchers speculate that competency of 
the principal, as perceived by the teachers, directly affects the quality of the workplace, 
which in turn, affects the level of performance and job satisfaction of the teacher. 
In order for this information to be meaningful, it is necessary for me to survey a 
representative sample of both teachers and principals. I believe that your school 
district represents the uniqueness, size, and instructional program that fit the criteria for 
this study. Thus, I am soliciting your asistance by requesting formal approval to survey 
principals and teachers in eight (8), elementary, middle and high schools in the district. 
This information will be strictly confidential and used for research purposes only with 
individuals remaining anonymous and group information being reported. 
Thank you very much for your cooperation in this most important matter. Should you 
have any questions, I can be reached at (404) 699-4531 (o) (404) 792-5959 (o), and 
(404) 289-2117 (h). 
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Dianne UGriffin 
2170 Hilton Drive 
Decatur, Georgia 30032 
January 23, 1995 
Wanda M. Warner 
Director of Instructional Research 
Gwinnett County Public Schools 
P.O.Box 343 
Lawrenceville, Georgia 30246 
Dear Mrs. Warner: 
I am a doctoral student in the Educational Leadership Department at Clark Atlanta 
University. For my dissertation, I am studying the Teacher’s and Principal’s 
Perceptions of Instructional Leadership. Researchers speculate that competency of 
the principal, as perceived by the teachers, directly affects the quality of the workplace, 
which in turn, affects the level of performance and job satisfaction of the teacher. 
In order for this information to be meaningful, it is necessary for me to survey a 
representative sample of both teachers and principals. I believe that your school 
district represents the uniqueness, size, and instructional program that fit the criteria for 
this study. Thus, I am soliciting your asistance by requesting formal approval to survey 
principals and teachers in eight (8), elementary, middle and high schools in the district. 
This information will bé strictly confidential and used for research purposes only with 
individuals remaining anonymous and group information being reported. 
Thank you very much for your cooperation in this most important matter. Should you 
have any questions, I can be reached at (404) 699-4531 (o) (404) 792-5959 (o), and 





ATLANTA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Department of Research and Evaluation 
210 Pryor Street, S.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30335 
March 8, 1995 
Ms. Dianne L. Griffin 
2170 Hilton Drive 
Decatur, Georgia 30032 
Dear Ms. Griffin: 
Your request to conduct research within the Atlanta Public Schools (APS) was reviewed 
by the Research Screening Committee on February 28, 1995. Your proposed research study 
entitled "The Role of the Principal As Instructional Leader: A Comparative Study of Principals' 
and Teachers' Perceptions in Selected Elementary, Middle, and High Schools in the State of 
Georgia" was approved under the following conditions: 
1. You must obtain the approvals of the principals of the schools and report the names 
of the schools to be used in your study to the Department of Research and Evaluation 
prior to beginning your research. 
2. Your study will involved teachers and principals. No students will be included in your 
research project. APS teachers, principals, and other staff members can be involved in 
your study only on a voluntary basis. 
3. Activities involved with your research study, including the administration or 
completion of survey instruments, must not interfere with the ongoing instructional 
process or the state and local testing program. 
4. The confidentiality of teachers, principals, schools, and the school system must be 
preserved. Pseudonyms must be used for people and the schools as well as references 
to APS as "a large urban school system" are required in your final report. 
5. Data collection for your study must be completed by the end of the 1994-95 school 
year. 
6. If changes are made in the research design or the instruments used, you must notify the 
Department of Research and Evaluation prior to beginning your study. 
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Ms. Dianne L. Griffin 
March 8, 1995 
Page 2 
This letter serves as official notification of the approval of your proposed research study 
pending the above conditions. Remember that a copy of the results of your completed study 
should be submitted to the Department of Research and Evaluation. Please contact me at (404) 
827-8186 if I can be of further assistance. 
Nancy J. Emmons, Ph.D. 
Researcher 
NJE:lf - #1846 
xc: Dr. Thomas E. Adger 
Mrs. Joan Zion 
Dr. LaMarian Hayes-Wallace 
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120 Smith Street 
Jonesboro, GA 30236 
Phone (404) 473-2700 
Bob Livingston 
Superintendent 





Ms. Dianne Griffin 
2170 Hilton Drive 
Decatur, G A 30032 
Dear.Ms. Griffin: 
Mr. Eddie White forwarded to me a copy of your research proposal and the accompanying 
request to conduct data collection research in our school system. I have reviewed your 
request and can now offer comments. 
Your request to conduct research with selected teachers and principals in our school 
system is approved. However, the decision whether to participate in the survey at local 
school sites is the decision of the respective teachers and principals. 
Because you are requesting to conduct research with our professional staff, I do not feel 
there will be problems with factors of privacy or confidentiality as there would be if 
surveying our students. You should contact school principals to determine interest and to 
arrange on-site details. 
Gi d luck with your research and best wishes in your graduate studies. 
Sincerely, 
David Gregoiy, M.D. 
Assistant to the Superintendent 
DG:sr 
xc: Dr. Bob Livingston 
Mr. Fay Earley 
Dr. Jim McGarity 
Ms. Margaret Manos 






March 14, 1995 
BOARD OF EDUCATION 
J. Dale Pass, Chair 
Norman Bigham, Vice-Chair 
Bill Conner 
Anne M. Brady 
Betty Gray 
Peggy R. Atkins 
Carolyn L. Duncan 
SUPERINTENDENT 
Grace O. Calhoun 
Ms. Dianne L. Griffin 
2170 Hilton Drive 
Decatur, Georgia 30032 
Dear Ms. Griffin, 
Your application to conduct research in the Cobb County School System has been 
approved contingent upon: (1) principals' approval after carefully reviewing 
teacher's survey; and (2) teachers' agreement to complete the survey. The 
following schools have agreed to participate in your research: 
Austell Elementary School 
Awtrey Middle School 
Campbell High School 
Osborne High School 
Pebblebrook High School 
Sprayberry High School (Completed surveys but do 
not wish to participate further) 
Wheeler High School 
Please call the Department of Research, Student Assessment and Staff 
Development at 426-3551 if further assistance is warranted. 
Sincerely, 
Dr. David J. Harmon, Director 
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Frances Edwards, Chair 
William Bradley Bryant. Vice Chair 
Elizabeth Andrews 




Robert R. Freeman, Superintendent 
3770 North Decatur Road, Decatur, GA 30032 District Office-. (404) 297-1200; (404) 297-2300 
February 28, 1995 
Ms. Dianne L. Griffin 
2170 Hilton Drive 
Decatur, Georgia 30032 
You have permission to administer questionnaires to principals and faculty members in selected 
DeKalb County Schools as part of your doctoral study at Clark Atlanta University on the 
Teacher’s and Principal’s Perceptions of Instructional Leadership. I have all of the information 
needed about your study on file. Please remember that your request may not involve time that 
they are assigned to work with students, and also, please remember that each person’s 
participation is entirely voluntary. 
You should attach a copy of this permission letter to the materials that you send to each school. 
I wish you well in your study, and I look forward to reading the results. 
Sincerely, 
Su Ellen Bray x 
Department of Research and Evaluation 
THE SCHOOL CANNOT LIVE APART FROM THE COMMUNITY 
117 
GWINNETT COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 




DAVIO O CREWS 
MTERW SUPERINTENDENT 
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March 2, 1995 
Dianne L. Griffin 
2170 Hilton Drive 
Decatur, Georgia 30032 
Dear Ms. Griffin, 
This letter is to advise you that your research proposal, “The Role of the Principal as 
Instructional Leader: A Comparative Study of Principals’ and Teachers' Perceptions in 
Selected Elementary, Middle, and High Schools in the State of Georgia,” was 
approved by the Gwinnett County Public Schools Research Committee on February 
28, 1995, pending submission of your vitae, which is a requirement for approval to do 
research in the Gwinnett County Public Schools. After submission of your vitae, you 
may proceed with your study. You will be expected to toward a copy of the results to 
me as soon as they are available. 
Thank you for your interest in the Gwinnett County Public Schools. If I can be of further 
service to you, please don’t hesitate to give me a call at 513-6618. 
Sincerely, 
UkrtcAt 777 ■ 
Wanda M. Warner 
Director of Instructional Research and Instructional Support 
WMW/bcm 
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SKXUMMQE. Gcowik 
January 30, 1995 DENNS WHITE 
STOdkbrudQE. Gcoagu 
Ms. Dianne L. Griffin 
2170 Hilton Drive 
Decatur, Georgia 30032 
Dear Ms. Griffin: 
I have received and reviewed your request to access the staff of Henry County schools for 
your dissertation. Your request will be approved with one condition attached. We will want to 
obtain from you a tabulation, by school, of the results of your survey. 
We will be happy to assist you in your project. However, if we are going to invest the 
time required to do this properly, we will want to receive some benefit in return. A compilation 
of data, by individual Henry County school, will give us useful data that can be used to help 
improve our system. 
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